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ROYAL COMMISSION INTO WHETHER THERE HAS BEEN ANY CORRUPT OR CRIMINAL 
CONDUCT BY WESTERN AUSTRALIAN POLICE OFFICERS 

Motion 

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie) [4.03 pm]:  I move - 

 That this House endorses the police commissioner’s response to the final report of the police royal 
commission and reaffirms its strong support for the Western Australia Police Service.   

At face value, the motion does not sound all that extraordinary; that is, unless one has read the Commissioner of 
Police’s comments relating to the police royal commission.  It is important that I read those comments to the 
House to provide some clarity for members who intend to involve themselves in the debate.  With reference to 
the royal commission, the police commissioner, believe it or not, said the following to the Sunday Times as 
reported on 7 March 2004 - 

 “I’m conscious that the Government is concerned there may be potential for criticism,” he said.   

 “I am conscious they want to persuade everyone that this is good value.  I think some of the statements 
that have come out have been selectively negative and they have not put a balance into fairly 
representing what this report actually says about the WA Police Service.” 

That is an extraordinary statement, I am sure you would agree, Madam Deputy Speaker, from the Commissioner 
of Police following the tabling of the report by the Gallop Labor royal commission.  Some time ago when the 
Labor Party was still in opposition, Labor members were desperate to try to paint themselves as an 
anticorruption and tough on crime Opposition and future Government.  Labor members knew in their heart of 
hearts that they did not have a brief to be tough on crime.  They knew in their heart of hearts that they liked 
letting criminals out of jail and wrapping them in cotton wool, and would rather try to make them see the error of 
their ways than adopt the tough approach.  What did the Labor Party do in opposition to appease the public and 
make people think it would be tough on crime in government?  It provided the WA Police Service as the 
whipping boy in the lead-up to the election.  The Labor Party proposed to set up a police royal commission to 
expose what it described as systemic and endemic corruption that had been entrenched within the WA Police 
Service.  That struck a chord with a few people who do not like corruption, and certainly do not like official 
corruption and police involving themselves in corruption.  Off went Labor members whipping their horse all the 
way up to the election.   

Then Opposition Leader Gallop made a speech to this House on Wednesday, 9 August 2000 regarding the royal 
commission in which he stated - 

 A Labor Government will set up such a royal commission to do the following things.  First, it will 
investigate and report on specific allegations of police corruption, including . . . Operation Red Emperor 
and the death of Andrew Petrelis; the Argyle Diamonds affair; the Terry Maller affair . . . 

Those four cases were the premise for the police royal commission.  These four case disturbed Opposition 
Leader Gallop so much that he was moved to propose a police royal commission.  What was the outcome of 
those four cases?  I am sure members will be interested to know.  Could the premise of the Labor’s royal 
commission be upheld?  Operation Red Emperor was found to have no direct link to police corruption.  On the 
Andrew Petrelis affair, the royal commission could find no direct link to police corruption.  On the Argyle 
Diamonds affair, the royal commission could find no direct link to police corruption.  With the Terry Maller 
affair, the royal commission could find no direct link to police corruption.  The four cases on which then 
Opposition Leader Gallop premised the royal commission contained no direct evidence of police corruption.  
The premise was flawed from the beginning.   

Notwithstanding those four cases, the question could and should be asked: was there any other serious, 
entrenched and endemic corruption found within the WA Police Service?  Members would do well to peruse the 
royal commission’s report and to avail themselves of some of its comments.  I will read out a handful of 
comments to give members an understanding of what the royal commission found regarding the wild and 
spurious allegations from then Opposition Leader Geoff Gallop.  For instance, the royal commission said the 
following regarding Operation Red Emperor - 

 Other issues arose, and had been investigated by the inquiries, but they have not been referred to in this 
Report as they are remote from the central cause of public comment, namely, whether the operation was 
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stopped as a result of improper interventions by senior management.  There is no evidence that such 
was the case, and there is clear evidence of ample justification for the decision. 

I do not propose to go through the fine detail of the cases I raise today.  Suffice to say, each paragraph I read to 
the House outlines the fact that no direct evidence of corruption was found.  That was Operation Red Emperor.  
The royal commission found the following regarding the affair known as Q1 and Q2 - 

 The complaint relating to Looby is entirely without substance.  It appears merely to have been the 
product of speculative gossip.  It is very clear that Looby made no attempt to influence the ACC in this 
matter.   

The report further states -  

 There is no evidence that Brennan - 

This is a reference to now retired Deputy Commissioner Brennan -   

 interfered with the investigative process, except for his brief advice to Caporn to “leave no stone 
unturned in finding evidence to support the allegation”. 

I am not surprised that the royal commission could not find any evidence of wrongdoing by the former Deputy 
Commissioner of Police, Bruce Brennan.  I have known him in a professional capacity for the past three years in 
my role as shadow Minister for Police.  For my money he is a very forthright, well-respected, well-liked police 
officer.  For the Labor Party to smear his name with this royal commission is a sad indictment.  With regard to 
Q1 and Q2 the report reads -  

The Royal Commission, after a full and careful investigation, has not been able to obtain any evidence 
of any intervention by Brennan in connection with the complaints brought by Q1 against Q2. 

Once again, the royal commission absolves the former Deputy Commissioner of Police, as it should, and Labor 
Party members should hang their heads in shame that a police officer of his calibre should be dragged through 
the mud with the setting up of a royal commission.  With regard to the Argyle affair the royal commission writes 
-  

The evidence does not establish the existence of a corrupt conspiracy on the part of senior officers to 
protect Roddan or to frustrate the investigations.  No findings against any police officers, other than 
Noye, can be sustained on the evidence. 

Once again, there is no evidence of corruption.  With regard to the Stephen Wardle case, which was a very well-
publicised case over a long period that involved allegations of police corruption, the royal commission writes -  

The evidence does not sustain any contention that there was corrupt or criminal conduct by any police 
officer or officers in relation to his death. 

Again, that is a clear finding.  With regard to Operation Firestorm, the royal commission report reads -  

When presented with the brief of evidence prepared by the ACC, the DPP formed the view that there 
were insufficient prospects of a conviction to warrant the institution of prosecution proceedings against 
the police.  That was a view which was clearly available on the evidence. 

The cases go on and on.  The conclusions are the same; there is no evidence of corruption.  We must ask 
ourselves what it was all about.  Was it a political stunt?  Was it the most expensive political stunt in history?  I 
suspect that is more than likely the case.  The public would rightly want to know how many prosecutions have 
directly resulted from the royal commission.  I am very disturbed to say that for $28 million the answer is two.  
That is not 200 prosecutions.  I know that some members might think they have misheard me, but the answer is 
that two prosecutions have arisen from the $28 million royal commission.  May I offer my congratulations to the 
Premier for catching both of them at a cost of $14 million each?  What a disgrace.  That $28 million could have 
bought six new primary schools.  We all know of the need for new primary schools in our electorates.  It could 
have bought seven new police stations.  How many of us would like to have new police stations to replace 
existing ones or create new ones in our electorates?  This is the real kicker: the Government could have put 560 
police officers on the streets for an entire year instead of engaging in this complete and utter political stunt 
known as the Labor Party’s royal commission.   

How much evidence of corruption did the royal commission find?  How many cases do members think it 
investigated during the past five years, because that is the period that has elapsed since the then Leader of the 
Opposition, Dr Gallop, first called for a royal commission?  When he first made that call one of two things 
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happened: either he was engaging in a political stunt designed to make himself look good, or he really believed 
there was systematic, entrenched corruption in the Western Australia Police Service.  The answer is that two 
cases have been investigated by the royal commission in the past five years.  That is utterly ridiculous.   

It should be remembered that the Delta reforms of the early 1990s went a long way towards sorting out any 
problems in the Western Australia Police Service.  We had the police professional standards unit very ably led 
by Assistant Commissioner Graham Lienert.  We had the internal affairs unit and the Ombudsman.  We also had 
the Anti-Corruption Commission.  There is no way in which corruption could have flourished with all those 
regulatory processes in place, yet the Leader of the Opposition as he was then, Dr Gallop, said that he knew 
Western Australian coppers were crooked and that he would flush them out.  I congratulate the Premier on 
flushing both of them out at a cost of $14 million a head.   

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  You are misleading the House and misquoting the Premier.  You do it all the time.  You 
twist statements and do not tell the truth. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Why do I not read to the House a couple of rather pertinent comments by our good friend 
and colleague the member for Innaloo?  What do members think is the view of the member for Innaloo on police 
royal commissions?  Does any member have any idea what that learned lawyer of note thinks?   

Mr R.N. Sweetman:  Now or before? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  He changed his mind on the topic. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  That is because the Labor Party came down on top of him.  Labor Party members said, “For 
goodness sake, man, stop thinking for yourself; we will think for you.”   

Ms M.M. Quirk:  He is on record as having changed his mind before he entered Parliament. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I will read from a legal magazine that circulated at the time.  It contains a glowing photo of 
the now member for Innaloo, the lawyer as he was then, wearing his little vest and tie.  Three quotes on royal 
commissions can be attributed to the member for Innaloo.  I have made everybody wait long enough, so I will go 
ahead and read them.   

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I will wait until the interjection stops, because this is pure gold.  I have 60 minutes in which 
to speak.  The member for Innaloo said -  

Having been involved in a number of them, if I was in Government I would be loath to call a Royal 
Commission.  I think that Royal Commissions are political beasts.  They are called for political 
purposes, to solve political problems and the way they conduct themselves is dictated by the political 
climate. 

There we have the words of wisdom of the member for Innaloo.  He does not stop there.  We all know the 
member for Innaloo.  He goes on to say -  

What I believe is that royal commissions are being used by parliamentarians to in some way fill a void 
in the parliamentary process . . .  

Members would not believe that it was a member of the Labor Party who was saying this.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Is that when he was a Liberal and changed his mind? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  This was when he had his own mind; in fact, it was in the WA Law Society magazine that 
the member for Innaloo said this -  

They have . . . a social value in . . . that they have a political value  . . .  Rather than politicians grabbing 
the bull by the horns and resolving the issues within the regular organs of government, they give birth to 
a Royal Commission to take the problem off their back  . . .   

Is there any member who disagrees with the member for Innaloo? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  What was the date of the article? 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  October 1992.  This was before the member for Innaloo became a member of the Labor 
Party and when presumably he could think for himself.  There we have the comments of the super coach, that 
learned lawyer, the member for Innaloo and member of the Australian Labor Party.  In any organisation of some 
5 000 employees, there will be a number of bad eggs; a number of people will engage from time to time in 
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corruption.  Appropriate processes should be in place to deal with that.  I am the first to admit that there were a 
couple of corrupt police officers in the Western Australia Police Service.  In fact, we caught them.  We did not 
need a $28 million royal commission.  Having said that, I am sure there are probably a few more. 

The real question remains: does systematic, endemic, entrenched corruption exist in the Western Australia Police 
Service?  The answer is conclusively no.  The royal commission has arrived at that decision.  The Liberal Party 
knew it all along and tried to convey that message to the Labor Party over a long period, but those in the Labor 
Party locked themselves into this political stunt known as the royal commission and there was no coming back. 

The royal commission report says it is unlikely that many prosecutions will arise from the royal commission.  
That line is contained in the report, so where is the value of the royal commission?  The royal commission bangs 
on about administrative reform and other things.  We could have achieved all of those recommendations in two 
ways.  Firstly, we could have looked on the Internet for the Wood royal commission recommendations in New 
South Wales; or, secondly, we could have implemented an administrative review which would have reviewed 
administration procedures.  The royal commission report is full of material referring to administrative 
procedures.  In fact, when opposition leader Gallop said he would have a royal commission, it was to expose 
corruption, but because the royal commission could not find serious, systematic corruption, it went into 
administrative procedures.  We could have set up an administrative review for a few hundred thousand dollars, 
we could have taken some recommendations from the Wood royal commission by looking on the Internet and 
we could have saved ourselves $27 million-odd.  It is unbelievable!  I have no doubt that the two alleged crooked 
police officers caught by the royal commission would have been caught eventually anyway.  If the new 
Corruption and Crime Commission did not catch them, internal affairs might have caught them; police 
professional standards might have caught them or their fellow officers might have caught them.  It would not 
have cost us $28 million! 

The royal commission raised a number of issues, particularly regarding the terms of reference.  The Attorney 
General, a close friend and associate of the Minister for Tourism, set the terms of reference.  He allowed the 
royal commission to investigate cases going back to 1985.  We all know that the Minister for Tourism was 
caught up in the Mickelberg affair when he was a police officer in about 1982.  It is now a matter of public 
record that the current Minister for Tourism was in charge of the Belmont Police Station at the time that Mr 
Mickelberg was “interviewed” by Detectives Hancock and Lewandowski.  That interview became the subject of 
quite a number of appeals by the Mickelbergs, who always maintained that a confession was not given at that 
time in then Detective Sergeant Kucera’s office in Belmont.  In fact, Mr Mickelberg maintained that he was 
stripped naked, bashed and handcuffed to a chair.  The interview certainly did not resemble the traditional form 
of interview with police officers taking down notes.  In those days notes had to be read back to the suspect to 
make sure that what had been written down was what the suspect had said.  The current Minister for Tourism - 
Assistant Commissioner Kucera by then - was called on to give evidence in 1998 at one of those appeals.  In his 
affidavit with regard to the Mickelberg interview he stated - 

It is my recollection that the only other officer on duty at the Belmont CIB office that day was Detective 
Ross Pigdon.  We both left the Belmont CIB office and returned about 3 - 3.30pm. 

When I returned Detective Sergeant Hancock was talking to the Appellant in my office and Sergeant 
Lewandowski was writing what appeared to be notes of the conversation.   

When one of the recent appeals by the Mickelbergs came to court, Mr Hastings, counsel, put a question to Mr 
Lewandowski.  I should backtrack a minute, because Mr Lewandowski has now admitted that the notes of the 
so-called confession that he took in 1982 were not taken at the time but were fabricated at a later time.  He has 
now admitted that he stripped Mr Mickelberg naked and bashed him, which of course is what Mr Mickelberg 
had been saying all along.  Detective Sergeant or Assistant Commissioner Kucera said - 

When I returned Detective Sergeant Hancock was talking to the Appellant in my office and Sergeant 
Lewandowski was writing what appeared to be notes of the conversation.   

Mr Hastings QC put it to Mr Lewandowski - 

So that by the time 3.00 or 3.30 came around - 

Which is when Assistant Commissioner Kucera said he walked into the office - 

any attempt to write down what Peter Mickelberg was saying was something you had abandoned, I’d 
assume? 

To which Mr Lewandowski replied - 
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Yes. 

Then Mr Hastings said - 

Certainly not writing down what Peter Mickelberg was saying?  

Mr Lewandowski said - 

No, definitely not. 

On the one hand, the Minister for Tourism, the then Assistant Commissioner of Police, is saying he saw Sergeant 
Lewandowski writing down what appeared to be notes of the conversation; and, on the other hand, Mr 
Lewandowski, who was one of the interviewing police officers is saying, “No, I was definitely not writing down 
what Peter Mickelberg was saying.”  One of them is wrong.  One would have expected the royal commission to 
investigate what had happened post-1985 with regard to evidence given during subsequent court cases by a 
whole raft of police officers.  The real question we wanted answered was: did Mr Lewandowski give evidence to 
the royal commission with specific regard to the now Minister for Tourism’s evidence in 1988?  We discovered 
that he did, behind closed doors, because it was put to Mr Lewandowski by Mr Hastings during one of the court 
appeals.  He said - 

Did you not suggest in the Police Royal Commission at page 28 that perhaps he was conned by Mr 
Hancock - 

He being the current Minister for Tourism - 

into making such a statement?  

To which Mr Lewandowski replied, “Sorry?” 

The lawyer then said - 

Did you not suggest in the Police Royal Commission that perhaps he was conned into making a 
statement about ---? 

Mr Lewandowski said - 

Perhaps he was. 

I make no finding about whether anybody has done anything wrong.  I simply ask whether the evidence given by 
the Minister for Tourism to the 1998 appeal was investigated by the police royal commission.  We know that Mr 
Lewandowski gave evidence to that effect.  Why then does it not appear in this report?  Why is there absolutely 
zero reference in the police royal commission report to the now Minister for Tourism, given that we know Mr 
Lewandowski gave evidence, albeit behind closed doors, to the royal commission specifically about the evidence 
given by the now Minister for Tourism in the 1998 Court of Criminal Appeal?  Why is there not a finding in the 
royal commission?  Why did the royal commission not say one way or the other whether the evidence given by 
the now Minister for Tourism was correct or whether it was a little bit “out there”, so to speak?  There is 
absolutely no reference, and I am suspicious. 

Another interesting part of the police royal commission report is where it stated that despite the evidence 
presented, it is unlikely that there will be many successful prosecutions; and, further, that the precise reforms 
required will need to be determined by the Western Australia Police Service.  The Government has just spent 
$28 million on a royal commission report that states that the precise reforms required will need to be determined 
by the Western Australia Police Service.  Why did we not just ask the Western Australia Police Service in the 
first instance and save $28 million?  It is quite extraordinary.  I have heard the Premier banging on about how the 
air has now been cleared and the Government is so pleased that it went down this path; there is no more smell 
hanging around now; it is all finished.  He is right; the air has been cleared - for $28 million and with two alleged 
crooks caught.  The reality is that the air was clear in the first place.  It was just not clear in that one square metre 
around the Premier, and he was not breathing or feeling too well back in 2000 when he called for the royal 
commission.  It is okay for him to say that the air has now been cleared, but he has dragged the reputation of 
good, honest and hard-working police officers through the mud.  He has cast aspersions over the entire Western 
Australia Police Service.  Let us face it, the service is copping it from all angles.  How disgusted and disturbed 
was I when I saw on television the other night a few morons throwing house bricks at police.  A few days later I 
came into this place to listen to the Premier throwing his own version of house bricks at the police; it was an 
absolute disgrace.  Police officers earn about $40 000 or $50 000 a year.  Every day of the year they put their 
lives on the line and have to put up with morons throwing house bricks at them.  They do not expect to have to 
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put up with the likes of Premier Gallop or a Labor Party that is intent on using the Western Australia Police 
Service as a whipping boy.  The Commissioner of Police knows it, and in some ways it is fortunate that he is 
leaving soon because he obviously feels the need to speak a little more freely than he otherwise has, particularly 
with regard to his comments in the Sunday Times whereby he effectively said that the Labor Party had sexed up 
the police royal commission report in order to justify the spending of $28 million.  We know the Commissioner 
of Police is correct, which is why I have moved this motion today.   

I will be interested to note the Labor Party’s response to the royal commission’s administrative 
recommendations.  The Commissioner of Police has also said to the media that a whole host of reforms are 
needed if we are to comply with the report of the police royal commission, which reforms will then require the 
appropriate amount of money to be spent.  I am sure that when the Minister for Police and Emergency Services 
gets to her feet, she will tell us exactly how much money she will spend getting the so-called mediocre Police 
Service up to scratch.  I am happy to go on record and say that the Western Australia Police Service is not 
mediocre.  Over the past three years as shadow Minister for Police, I have moved all round the State visiting 
police stations.  I have spoken to all manner of police officers, from the commissioner to new recruits.  There is 
an air of righteousness within the Western Australia Police Service.  Its members know that what they are doing 
is right.  They do not whinge and complain about the fact that they are earning $40 0000 or $50 000 a year to cop 
house bricks being thrown at them.  Not many, publicly at least, have whinged about the Labor Party using them 
as a whipping horse for purely political reasons; they just get on with the job.  As Her Majesty’s Opposition, it is 
up to us to tell it how it is and to tell the truth.  As I said, to some extent the Commissioner of Police now feels 
the need to speak a little more freely.  I am ashamed that I have to sit in this Chamber with the Australian Labor 
Party and put up with its political stunts.  This royal commission has been a $28 million political stunt.  It has 
achieved, not 200, but two prosecutions.  In anyone’s measure, it has been a failure.   

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland - Minister for Police and Emergency Services) [4.34 pm]:  I am somewhat 
disappointed in the contribution made by the member for Kalgoorlie.  I really thought he might have achieved 
something a little better than that.  He started by giving us a few selected quotes from the report of the Royal 
Commission Into Whether There Has Been Any Corrupt or Criminal Conduct by Western Australian Police 
Officers.  It is a 1000-page report and the member must have quoted all of 0.001 per cent of it.  The gist of those 
quotes was essentially that no corruption was found in those few instances.  Members may well ask why 
corruption was not found in some of those cases.  Part of the problem is that the Liberal Party sat on the issue for 
so long.  When we were in opposition, I asked a former Minister for Police whether he had actually read Hon 
Derrick Tomlinson’s report from the upper House after it had established an inquiry, which concluded in about 
1996.  I asked if he knew what Hon Derrick Tomlinson and the committee had concluded.  The answer was no, 
he had not read the report.  At the time, Hon Derrick Tomlinson was sitting at the back of the Chamber and he 
was flabbergasted to find that the then Minister for Police had not actually read that report that had been brought 
down a year or two previous.  That report, after considering issues connected to police corruption over quite a 
long period, concluded that a royal commission into the Police Service was needed.  However, from 1996 we 
saw about five years of stonewalling from the then Government.   

We then heard from the member for Kalgoorlie that somehow the Delta program was the answer and that it went 
a long way to sorting out the problems in the service.  Perhaps he was talking about Delta Goodrem - she might 
be the answer to his problems - but he certainly could not have been talking about the Delta reform process 
having sorted out all the problems in the Police Service.  Frankly, his comments in respect to that do not indicate 
that he has read the whole document, because the picture painted by the volume on reform in particular is not a 
good one.  I would hate to think what would have happened if the Opposition had got into government, because 
its position has not changed.  I have looked back through the comments made by members prior to the change of 
government.  Essentially, the Liberal Party’s position has not changed at all.  It is still in the “we are doing all 
that” mode; “we have swept that under the carpet and a court process can deal with any corrupt officers, we have 
the Anti-Corruption Commission and the Ombudsman, and we have the Delta reform process, so there is no 
problem”.  Well, quite clearly, that is not what the royal commission report concluded.   

The most disappointing aspect of the member’s speech was his pathetic attack again on the member for Yokine.  
It was very sad and says very little for the member for Kalgoorlie in this place.  He continues to stoop to these 
kind of character assassinations of other members of Parliament because he has not got much material to go on 
in his substantive motion.   

In the final part of his speech he said that the precise reforms required will be determined by the Western 
Australia Police Service, so we may as well have given it the job in the first place.  He is wrong again because he 
is only looking at a small area of reform.  There is a whole blueprint for reform in the royal commission’s report; 
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a blueprint that the member has obviously ignored.  As a part of that blueprint, a range of legislative reforms are 
recommended including major management reforms and a range of smaller, more detailed matters.  Of course, 
the detailed reforms have to be left to the Western Australian Police Service.  For example, one recommendation 
is that police officers should be at least 21 years of age when they are recruited to the service.  Current advice to 
me is that the last recruits that went through had an average age of about 28 years.  The average age of a recruit 
to Western Australia Police Service for the past two or three years has certainly been around the age of 27 or 28 
years.  I asked about the most recent intake of recruits and I understand that the youngest person was 19 years of 
age and some months.  It is not like the old days when people were accepted at 17 and 18 years of age; generally, 
the age is now higher.  How that higher age recommendation is implemented and what the ambition of that 
recommendation is, will need to be determined by the Western Australia Police Service.  The service has set 
broad parameters for the direction it should be going in terms of, for example, encouraging more women into the 
police service and the like.  Yes, the report makes a strong recommendation about the benefits of having more 
women in the Police Service and about the need to encourage more women into senior levels of the Police 
Service.  However, there is no prescribed list that we can tick off and we will then have achieved our goal.  
There is no detail of how we can get more women into the Police Service and how we can promote them within 
it. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  What does that have to do with corruption? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The member for Girrawheen will explain that in more detail when she makes her speech, 
but one of the factors in a healthy police service that has an appropriate culture is - 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Are women less corrupt than men?  Is that what you are saying? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  No.  When the member for Kalgoorlie makes an ignorant comment like that, it shows his 
very narrow way of thinking.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  What point are you trying to make? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Again, I suspect that the member for Kalgoorlie has not read the report, because if he had 
he would know the point that I am trying to make.  The point has been made by Commissioner Kennedy.  I do 
not intend to get into the detail.  It just shows the member for Kalgoorlie’s ignorance.  The report highlights that 
the Western Australia Police Service has a lower proportion of women than any other police service in Australia 
-  

Mr M.J. Birney:  What does that have to do with corruption?   

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Again, if the member has to ask that question, it just shows his ignorance.  The report 
says also that the Western Australia Police Service has the lowest proportion of female commissioned officers of 
any police service in Australia.  That is not something to be proud of.  However, we need to look at the reasons 
behind that.  One of the things that has been happening in recent years is that more women are being recruited 
into the Police Service.  However, many of the women in the Police Service are not staying in it, and there is a 
range of reasons for that.  I have given a couple of examples of the selection process to make the point that there 
are references in the report to things that can be done to improve the management and culture of the Police 
Service.  We really must wonder, when we listen to the member for Kalgoorlie’s comments, whether he has read 
the report, and, secondly, how he can pretend even for one moment that this report is in any way a good 
reflection on the management of the Western Australia Police Service.  The member for Kalgoorlie is expressing 
full confidence in the Western Australia Police Service, yet Commissioner Kennedy has described the Western 
Australia Police Service as mediocre.  I do not think the two are compatible.  Either the Police Service is 
mediocre or it is not.  I cannot see how we can argue, if we look at the conclusions of Commissioner Kennedy, 
that it is not mediocre, and I will get to that in a moment.   

I have taken the opportunity of looking at some of the debates that were held in this House prior to the change of 
government.  It is disturbing that there has been such little change of attitude by members opposite since that 
time.  The member for Kalgoorlie misrepresented the motions that were moved in this House by the then Leader 
of the Opposition and now Premier, Dr Gallop.  The motion that was moved by Dr Gallop on 17 October 2000 
reads -  

That this House notes the continuing failure of the Government and its agencies, most notably the Anti-
Corruption Commission, to adequately and properly deal with allegations of police corruption and calls 
on the Government to establish -  

(a) a royal commission into police corruption and the means of tackling it; and  
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(b) a parliamentary inspector of the Anti-Corruption Commission as recommended by the Joint 
Standing Committee on the Anti-Corruption Commission in its fourth report of October 1998. 

Again, a report of a committee put in place by the then Government had made a recommendation that a 
parliamentary inspector be appointed, but two years later the then Government had not done that.  Therefore, the 
then Opposition had to include that as part of the motion.  The motion moved by Dr Gallop was never just about 
weeding out the bad apples.  As the motion states clearly, what we had to do was look at the best means of 
tackling corruption within the Western Australia Police Service. 

The then Minister for Police and member for Albany, Mr Prince, said on 9 August 2000 -  

The fact is that royal commissions, of necessity, tend to deal with matters that occurred a long way in 
the past.  There is nothing wrong with that as the examination of what occurred in the past and learning 
lessons and being able to implement them can be a useful exercise.  That is certainly what Fitzgerald 
did in Queensland and what Costigan did in Victoria with the inquiry into the painters and dockers 
union which covered a considerable period.  Mr Costigan covered a wide variety of matters including 
issues concerning the handling of police and alleged police corruption.  Fitzgerald dealt with a raft of 
matters including matters dealing with the management of police and police corruption.  One 
commission which has been mentioned and which is perhaps more to the point, is the most recent Wood 
royal commission in New South Wales.  It started under a previous Government and continued under 
Mr Carr’s Government, running for about four years and costing an enormous amount of money - I 
believe about $60m or $70m.  I am not suggesting that money was wasted; however, I make the point 
that it was a very expensive exercise.  That commission dealt with a huge variety of matters.  Sadly to 
some extent the Wood royal commission received publicity more for its investigations into paedophilia, 
than for the many other matters on which it spent most of its time.  The report, which Justice Wood 
brought down, especially as it related to the handling of allegations of corruption against police officers, 
has not been as well reported as it should have been.   

I want to make a point about that.  Justice Wood said in 1996 or 1997 - and I summarise his many 
recommendations - that there must be a fundamental change in the approach of a police service to 
corruption.  He said that this change must include a systemic restructure under which all officers are 
empowered to reject corruption and a permanent independent body established with police corruption as 
its focus.  That has been done in this State.   

Permanent solutions are needed.  A royal commission cannot be held into what happened in the past if 
nothing is done about changing the system in which those problems evolved. 

Sadly, the former Minister for Police and member for Albany seemed to believe that change was already taking 
place and the ACC was dealing with the issues.  The then Government stalled for over two years in putting in 
place a parliamentary oversight person.  It put its faith in the ACC.  The ACC, as I think has been said many 
times, was a body set up to fail.  Interestingly I think that may even have been the expressed view of Mr Terry 
O’Connor, who headed up the ACC.  As well as putting its faith in the very inadequate ACC, the former 
Government also put its faith in the Delta reform program.  The former Minister for Police and member for 
Albany also said as part of that speech on 9 August 2000, at page 110 of Hansard -  

There is no cogent reason for a royal commission at this time.  There was at the time of the change of 
government, and it was seriously considered, but what would the effect have been - demoralisation of 
an already partly demoralised police force?.   

He went on to say that in his view the Police Service was operating extremely well.  That is how out of touch 
that former minister was.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Do you think there is endemic corruption in the Police Service?  You are the minister.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Again, we have an interjection from someone who has not paid much attention to the 
whole debate.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It is a fair question.   

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  It is certainly a fair question, but if any of the people who are interjecting now had 
actually listened to the speech that the Premier gave in response to the report of the royal commission they would 
know that he spelt out clearly in that speech that there was no suggestion of endemic corruption in the Western 
Australia Police Service.   

Several members interjected. 
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Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  That is right.  It is interesting that on Tuesday, 9 May 2000 I said in this House -  

There is obviously one clear difference between the Opposition and the Government on this issue; that 
is, the Opposition is keen to see any corruption rooted out of our Police Service by the most effective 
means.  

I go on to say - 

In fact, the committee headed by Hon Derrick Tomlinson in the upper House concluded in 1996 that we 
needed a royal commission.  

Again, no action was taken.  I said also - 

Terence O’Connor went on to say that he believed the public and many honest police officers in the 
Western Australia Police Service would be horrified if they knew of some of the matters that the 
commission has uncovered. 

By interjection, Hon Kevin Prince asked whether I agreed with him.  I replied - 

I am not in a position to know.  I am saying that we need a royal commission so that we can find out.  
However, we have learnt this afternoon that the Premier agrees with Terry O’Connor. 

Former Premier Richard Court agreed with Terry O’Connor on that point, yet he did nothing about it.  The same 
old story continued.  The Government claimed that the Delta reform program was part of the answer to rooting 
out corruption, as was the ACC and the Ombudsman, and that if police needed prosecuting that could be dealt 
with by the courts.  As we found out, the ACC was a long way from the answer and, in his interim report, 
Commissioner Kennedy said clearly that we needed to establish a new body with appropriate powers.  That is 
why the Government moved to establish the Corruption and Crime Commission - a key initiative recommended 
by the royal commission.  

Much misrepresentation has occurred of the positions of the Premier and the Government on the royal 
commission.  The Opposition has claimed that because the number of scalps caught by the royal commission is 
insufficient, it did not provide value for money.  Reference has been made to the fact that only two officers have 
been charged with criminal offences.  They may not be the only two officers who are charged.  They were 
charged with serious offences such as corruption, stealing, aggravated burglary and attempting to defeat the 
course of justice.  Three civilians were charged also in relation to those offences.  A week or so ago, two officers 
were subject to notification of the commissioner’s loss of confidence in them.  I was advised at the time that 
another two were under consideration.  That issue may have progressed further since then.  In addition to the 
officers who were charged, four officers were stood down from all duty.  Sixteen officers faced disciplinary 
charges but were allowed to continue in the service.  The four who were not allowed to continue were unable to 
continue in any role in the Police Service over and above those charged.  During the royal commission, another 
five officers chose to resign.  They were not run-of-the-mill resignations.  The officers were identified in some 
way in the royal commission report.  

Mr M.J. Birney:  Did you charge them?   

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  That is another ignorant question from the member for Kalgoorlie.  The Minister for 
Police and Emergency Services cannot charge anyone.  The Commissioner of Police makes the appropriate 
decisions, and the appropriate call is made by the Police Service, not me.  

Several members interjected  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The member for Kalgoorlie is a professional heckler.  He is consistently ashamed of the 
poor arguments and speeches he makes so he tries to heckle and badger me during my speeches to put me off.  I 
will not be put off; I will continue.  

Mr M.J. Birney:  You have just lost your page.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I have many pages.  I refer to the misrepresentation of the line of the Government and the 
Premier.  The Premier made his line very clear when he issued his response.  He quoted from the royal 
commission’s report.  The Premier’s statements were backed up line and verse by the royal commission’s report.  
Some members opposite have criticised the “rotten apple” theory.  I suggest the member read page 55 of volume 
I, from which the Premier quoted in his response to the royal commission’s report.  The report reads - 

The “rotten apple” theory is long gone and there is now no room for doubt that culture and poor 
management are principal factors in allowing corruption to continue unimpeded.  
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That is present tense in case the member for Kalgoorlie is not aware of that.  It continues - 

Consistently, the focus of recommendations for increasing the corruption resistance of police services 
has been the improvement of the administration of the organization, across a wide range of functions, 
not necessarily concerned with the occurrence of misconduct, but directed more at the improvement of 
the culture of police. 

That is something the member for Kalgoorlie fails to understand.  The Premier highlighted the fact that the royal 
commission had two profoundly disturbing findings: firstly, that there had been significant and sustained corrupt 
and criminal conduct in the Western Australia Police Service since 1985 and, secondly, that despite the efforts of 
many, the culture, management and processes of the Western Australia Police Service lag far behind best 
practice.  Administratively, the Western Australia Police Service languishes at the bottom of the nation’s ladder 
of Police Services.  

That is undisputedly what the royal commission report said.  People opposite may disagree with the report; 
however, they must be clear that is what they are disagreeing with.  The basis of the comments made by the 
Premier and the Government are firmly grounded in the royal commission report.  In the findings that the 
member for Kalgoorlie is now trying to whitewash, on page 1 of volume I of the report, the following appears - 

. . . the full range of corrupt or criminal conduct from stealing to assaults, perjury, drug dealing and the 
improper disclosure of confidential information  . . .  

These are matters that members opposite would have liked to see swept under the carpet yet again.  The report 
says on page 235 of volume II -  

. . . in nearly every segment of the hearings of the Royal Commission revealed a failure on the part of 
the Internal Affairs Unit (“IAU”) of the Western Australia Police Service (“WAPS”) to adequately deal 
with allegations  

Again, if I chose to spend the time I could quote from previous Ministers of Police and previous Premiers who 
have said that given there is a professional standards unit and an internal investigations unit, through internal 
investigations and those of the ACC, these issues have been dealt with.  The royal commission report found that 
the internal affairs area - the professional standards area - was under-resourced.  That is in the context of the 
Government’s increasing the police budget by 25 per cent, and in the context of the acknowledgment in the royal 
commission report that the Western Australia Police Service is one of the best resourced Police Services in the 
country.  The allocation of resources is not handled by the minister, the Premier or the Government.  The 
distribution of resources within the Police Service is a matter of discretion for the Commissioner of Police; it is 
not a matter for the Government.  
To summarise the picture that the royal commission painted of the Police Service, it listed in its report a number 
of dot points.  I gather this information was largely taken from reports available to the Council of Australian 
Governments and other bodies.  It states that -  

•  WA has the highest rate of crimes against property in Australia; 

•  WA has the second highest number of sworn police per person of the population in Australia; 
I think Western Australia was beaten in that score by only the Northern Territory.  It states - 

•  WA has the second highest expenditure on police per person in the country; 
Again, I think this State was beaten by only the Northern Territory - a vast area with a population of only a 
couple of hundred thousand people, as I understand it.  It also states -  

•  WAPS has the lowest percentage of commissioned officers; 

•  WAPS has the lowest percentage of sworn female officers; 

•  WAPS has a low level of unsworn support for operational police; 

•  WAPS has the lowest percentage of unsworn staff at executive level; and 

•  WAPS has one of the lowest rates of community confidence. 

That is, in the nation.  That is the picture it paints.  It basically states that we have more police officers per head 
of population than just about anywhere in Australia, and we spend more money on our Police Service than just 
about anywhere else in Australia, yet the results indicate that this State has the highest rate of property crime and 
the lowest rates of community confidence.  On page 74 of volume 2 of the report, it states -  
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Despite the considerable efforts of the current and past Commissioners of Police, these concerns paint a 
picture of an organization of mediocre achievements. 

The people of Western Australia do not want the Police Service to be an organisation of mediocre achievements.  
They want a Police Service that achieves the best results anywhere in the country.  It has been given the money 
to do it, and it has the officers to do it.  I believe a fair point was made about unsworn officers and the need for 
greater support.  However, with the global amount of money given to the Police Service, I believe we have a 
right to be disappointed with the results of the Police Service overall.  Those matters are stated in the royal 
commission’s report; the Government did not say it. 
An independent royal commission, with an independent, highly respected royal commissioner in Commissioner 
Kennedy, said that our Police Service lacked leadership, management and supervision.  That, to me, is not a 
good report card.  It means that there must be considerable change.  I believe that we now have a blueprint for 
considerable change.  Sadly, people opposite say that we could have just left the Police Service to muddle on and 
sort something out itself.  If we had not had the independent review, we would not have independently found out 
how our Police Service was functioning, and we would not look into the corruption.  I quoted the comments of 
the royal commissioner on the bad apple theory.  The royal commission did not say that it is just a matter of 
dealing with a few corrupt officers or of prosecuting one, two, three, 10, 20 or some other number of people.  It 
is about putting in place management practices that deal with the issue and create an environment in which 
officers who have concerns about corruption can properly come forward, in which there is proper management 
and supervision by senior officers of junior officers, in which there is a properly functioning and well-resourced 
professional standards and internal affairs area, and in which there is an independent, properly resourced 
corruption commission that is capable of dealing with corruption within the Police Service. 

As I said earlier in this speech, people opposite have tried to misrepresent what the Premier said.  They can turn 
to the speech that he gave in response to the tabling of the report.  He never claimed, and he said that the report 
does not claim, that there is endemic or systemic corruption in the Police Service.  Therefore, people opposite 
have said that because there is no endemic or systemic corruption, the report was unwarranted.  However, the 
report presents a picture of a Police Service in which there have been many pockets of corruption, not 
necessarily linked - probably not linked - over a long time.  That is what the report indicates.  Although those 
pockets of corruption may not be linked in any way, it is of great concern that each one of the issues of 
corruption has not been appropriately dealt with by the management of the Police Service, by professional 
standards, by its supervisory procedures or by the corruption watchdog.  That is why we needed a royal 
commission. 

We could have taken the easy way out.  Like those opposite, we could have just said that we would not bother 
finding out; we did not want a bad report card on our Police Service.  We would just pretend that everything was 
hunky-dory, our Police Service was fine, and we would implement the Delta communications and information 
technology.  The royal commission report states that the time for Delta is over.  We know that Delta did not have 
very much traction.  It certainly did not deliver any improvements in the crime rate or in response times, and it 
certainly did not deal with the issues of management, supervision or leadership in the Police Service.  Members 
opposite who were in government certainly did not deal with the legislation that they needed to deal with to 
protect our Police Service against corruption. 

Mr J.H.D. Day:  Like what? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I do not think the member was in the Chamber earlier when I spoke about the motion that 
the then Leader of the Opposition and now Premier moved on 17 October 2000.  Part (b) of his motion in favour 
of the royal commission calls on the Government to establish a parliamentary inspector of the Anti-Corruption 
Commission, as recommended by the Joint Standing Committee on the Anti-Corruption Commission in its 
fourth report in 1998.  That report, which stated that a parliamentary inspector of the ACC was needed, was 
made by a group of our learned colleagues from both Houses - it was a joint committee.  Some two years later, 
the Labor Party, as the Opposition, was moving to have that position created.  That is just one example of an area 
in which the previous Government procrastinated and never got on with the job.  It was never interested in 
rendering our Police Service corruption proof.  It wanted to pretend that there was no problem.  As we can see 
from the royal commission’s report, there was a significant problem.  The management, supervision and 
leadership in the Police Service was found to be sadly lacking. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Is there still a problem? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  A whole range of changes are needed, and they are outlined in the royal commission 
report.  That needs to be backed up with a willingness to embrace those changes.  I suppose the first stage of 
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embracing change is to acknowledge that there is a problem.  If people are prepared to look at the royal 
commission report honestly and objectively, they will realise that there is a very strong case for change. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Did the Premier look at it honestly and objectively? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  He certainly did, and he gave a very balanced response. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Can I ask you a question? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Sure.  I have another 26 minutes left. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You are the police minister, and you have been the police minister for over three years.  The 
Premier said in his statement to the Parliament - 

. . . that there has been significant and sustained corruption and criminal conduct in the Western 
Australia Police Service since 1985; 

As police minister of three years, do you believe that there is significant and sustained corruption and criminal 
conduct in today’s Police Service? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  That is the conclusion that Commissioner Kennedy reached. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You’re the police minister.  No-one is closer than you. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I will answer the question.  That is the conclusion that the very learned and very eminent 
Commissioner Kennedy came to. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Where did he say that?  He didn’t say that. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I understand that he has confirmed to people that that is his position. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Where does that appear in the royal commission report? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Why does the Leader of the Opposition not try page 1 of the royal commission report, 
which I quoted while he was out of the Chamber?  The Leader of the Opposition is now being belligerent. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  Is there significant and sustained corruption in your Police Service? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Absolutely.  That is what the report states, and I accept the findings of the report.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Do you know anything?  Yes or no - is there sustained corruption in our Police Service?  You 
are police minister. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Yes.  Look at the policy. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  There is?  Is that your view.   

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  We have a belligerent and heckling Leader of the Opposition trying to berate me and 
bully me into saying something.  If he had been here for my entire speech, he would know that I have said that 
already: I agree with Commissioner Kennedy, I agree with the Premier, and, yes, I agree with the royal 
commissioners’ report that there has been sustained corruption in the Western Australia Police Service over a 
long time.  That is as obvious as the nose on the face of the Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Today? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  What I have said, and will continue to say, as the Premier said in his statement to the 
House, is that the vast majority of our police officers at the coalface are absolutely fantastic individuals.  They 
are hardworking, honest and principled. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  He didn’t say that in his statement at all. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  Yes.  He gave a percentage quote in terms of his support for them. 

Mr J.H.D. Day:  Do you think that level of corruption will be there in five years? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  It would be if the previous Government had been returned - nothing would have been 
done.  The Government has moved to put in place significant changes.  Compare what members opposite did 
with the concept of a corruption watchdog body.  They had the old Official Corruption Commission, which was 
absolutely lampooned: it served no purpose and was totally discredited.  At the end of the day, coalition 
members brought into the House legislation to set up the Anti-Corruption Commission.  As its commissioner, 
Terence O’Connor, has said, “We were set up to fail.”  Who set them to up to fail?  The people sitting opposite 
set them up to fail.  Back then, they did not want to know the answer.  They said to Hon Derrick Tomlinson that 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 10 March 2004] 

 p743c-770a 
Mr Matt Birney; Mrs Michelle Roberts; Mr David Templeman; Acting Speaker; Mr Max Trenorden; Mr John 

Day; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Tony McRae; Mr John Bradshaw; Ms Margaret Quirk; The Acting Speaker (mr P.W. 
Andrews); The Deputy Speaker (mr P.W. Andrews); Mr Colin Barnett; Ms Alannah MacTiernan; Mr Mark 

McGowan 

 [13] 

they would not give him his royal commission, but they would give him the ACC instead.  Hon Derrick 
Tomlinson sat back and waited for the ACC to do its work.  Then, of course, the committee he served on said it 
needed some oversight and an investigator.  Members opposite still would not provide that. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  As minister, you’re not responsible for the ACC.  As minister, do you have confidence in the 
Western Australia Police Service?  
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I am saying that, yes, I have confidence in the Western Australia Police Service to get on 
and do its job.  Yes, our Police Service will be busy reforming its management and supervision processes.  The 
Government will give it the legislative backup needed to do its job properly, which members opposite never 
gave to the police. 
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order!  Shouting matches are being held across the Chamber.  I 
would appreciate it if we could hear the minister with the call. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The commission’s report identifies three strands for building a corruption-resistant Police 
Service - 

•  Improving the culture of the organization;  

•  Enhancing the leadership, supervision and management; and  

•  Implementing and applying appropriate corruption prevention strategies.   
I refer to volume II, page 327, of the report.  That is what the Government is about.  That is what the 
Government will implement.  Sadly, people opposite cannot understand that approach.  They say, “Do you 
accept the findings of Commissioner Kennedy?  If you do, you’re not supporting your Police Service.”  I support 
the Commissioner of Police and his officers to get on with the job.  This is more than members opposite have 
ever done.  Have a look at what our Government has done in supporting the Police Service in this State.  
Members opposite would not give police occupational health and safety cover.  It was the last Police Service in 
Australia to get it!  Officers had to wait until the election of the Gallop Labor Government for that right to be 
granted.  I went to police union conferences for four years in opposition, and Hon Nick Catania went for four 
years prior to my attendance.  Each and every time the National Party Minister for Police for the first four years 
of the previous coalition Government, and then the Liberal Party Ministers for Police following, said that police 
officers should get occupational health and safety coverage.  They were going to give it to them, but it was 
always going to happen in the next year.   
Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Who was going to remove section 8 from the Police Act?  You.  The Labor Party wanted 
that gone as part of the process. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  What an untruth.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  It’s true.  While Hon Bob Wiese was minister, you wanted to take section 8 out to make it 
impossible to sack corrupt police officers. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I have never heard such a crazy proposition.  It has certainly never been put forward by 
me.  Mass rallies were held by police officers under the previous Government.  I went to one in the western 
suburbs at the Superdrome attended by over 1 000 police officers.  Another meeting was held in South Perth.  
That indicated the little confidence officers had in the former coalition Government’s ability to deal with the 
service.  No appropriate dismissal procedures were in place.  The attitude of members of the previous 
Government was that police officers did not deserve the same rights enjoyed by other workers, including appeal 
rights.  It was considered that the Commissioner of Police needed an unfettered right of dismissal.  Members 
opposite were begged by the police union and police officers, “Please give us some fair dismissal procedures.” 
They were told no.  There were mass rallies and all sorts of problems.  That was sorted out only when we came 
to government.  At long last, fair dismissal provisions are in place that suit the Commissioner of Police so he can 
dismiss officers in whom he loses confidence, but also provide a fair appeal right for the officers concerned.  
That is a first.  It is in line with processes in other Police Services.  Before then, an antiquated law dealing with 
the dismissal procedures remained from the turn of the century.  It was only with the election of the Gallop 
Labor Government that police officers received a fair hearing right in the Industrial Relations Commission.  
Officers should have that right.  People opposite tried to deny them the same rights that other workers in this 
State have.  They tried to deny them their industrial rights, including a basic right to occupational health and 
safety coverage.  The Police Service was 100 years without coverage in this State.  That coverage was instituted 
for other workers during the time of the Burke Labor Government, as moved by Hon Yvonne Henderson, in the 
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1980s.  Sadly, police officers were left out of that right.  Other workers in dangerous occupations, such as 
firemen, had coverage.  Police officers in other States had coverage, but the former Government denied it to our 
police officers.   

For four years in opposition I asked for country incentives for police officers.  When member opposite were in 
office, Kalgoorlie was massively understaffed and had a range of problems, as was the case in many country 
regions.  In the last two years I was in opposition, I called for some country incentives to apply for the hard-to-
fill locations.  Incentives applied for a long time in the far north of the State with trips to the coast and so forth.  
However, the Kalgoorlie station, and others, particularly in the goldfields region and some in the agricultural and 
south west regions, had positions unfilled year after year.  Unlike members opposite, this Government has put 
about $8 million into the country incentive package.  Depending on the location, officers receive additional 
amounts of either $3 000 or $1 500. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  In some areas. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The Government has provided those incentives in over 40 police stations.  Do members 
know what incentives the previous Government provided?  The National Party had the ministry for the first four 
years of the previous Government, but it did not provide any.  In the second four years when the Liberal Party 
had the ministry, it did not provide any incentives.  When we came to government, we offered incentives from 
day one and we budgeted for them.   

Police officers had been waiting to have DNA legislation in place.  It was put in place in every other State before 
it was established in Western Australia.  Members might ask why.  The former Minister for Police back in the 
year 2000 kept saying that the Government was going to do it.  He was the gunna minister.  Did he get round to 
implementing it?  No.  When we looked at the budget papers on coming to government, we found out why the 
previous Government was not doing it.  It was because it had only $1 million in the budget to implement DNA 
testing.  It was a crazy situation.   
This Government’s budget for DNA testing has risen to nearly $22 million during its term of government.  We 
put the money on budget in our first term so that we could capture all the people who were in prison.  We also 
toughened up the draft legislation.  The former Government intended to adopt the national model, which would 
have seen DNA taken from only those offenders who were convicted or charged with offences punishable by 
five or more years in jail.  That was the national model of the federal Liberal Party.  A couple of States did not 
accept it.  I am proud to say that Western Australia was one of them.  We looked independently and saw that the 
lower the bar was set for the taking of DNA the greater the amount of information that could be put onto a 
database and the greater the number of hits and matches that could be achieved when forensic evidence was 
collected from crime scenes.  The most recent figures I have been given indicate that the feeling in those 
countries that have had DNA testing in place for a long time is that about four per cent of the community 
commits about 80 per cent of the crime.  It therefore stands to reason if we obtain DNA from that four per cent 
and we get DNA from a crime scene, pretty soon we will get a hit.  The Western Australian database has about 
double the number of samples in the Victorian database.  That is what I call supporting our Police Service. 
I will tell members what else I call supporting our Police Service.  I call a nearly 25 per cent increase in funding 
since we have come to government giving considerable support to our Police Service.  The list goes on.  The 
picture that I have painted is quite clearly that our Police Service has had immense and strong support.  We have 
provided funding, legislation and resources on the ground.  We are supporting our Police Service.  We will be 
delivering for the many honest, hardworking, decent members of our Police Service much better management, 
much better supervision, much better leadership and the legislation and reforms to back that up.   

Amendment to Motion 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I move - 

To delete all words after “House” with a view to inserting the following words - 

endorses the Gallop Government’s response to the Final Report of the Royal Commission Into 
Whether There Has Been Any Corrupt or Criminal Conduct by Western Australian Police 
Officers and reaffirms its strong support for the very many decent, honest and hardworking 
members of the Western Australia Police Service. 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah) [5.27 pm]:  I am happy to support the amendment moved by the Minister 
for Police as well as her comments.  I believe she has very clearly outlined and identified the ineptness of the 
argument of the member for Kalgoorlie; in fact, she has demonstrated very clearly a whole range of issues 
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relating to the Royal Commission Into Whether There Has Been Any Corrupt or Criminal Conduct by Western 
Australian Police Officers. 

I acknowledge the tremendous progress that has been made in the Peel police district under the Gallop 
Government since February 2001.  One of the key issues that is very keenly argued in all electorates is policing.  
I am very proud of the response that the Gallop Government is giving by resourcing the Peel police district, 
which was established in 1999.  Since the Gallop Government was elected, 34 new officers have been allocated 
to the Peel police district. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  What has this to do with the royal commission? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN:  We are talking about the delivery of proper and correct processes.  I am very pleased 
that we have demonstrated that in government.  

The minister mentioned a number of important points, including management issues, about where we go from 
here now we have had the royal commission and it has outlined a whole range of issues that this Government 
needs to take on board.  I acknowledge the Government’s commitment to the Police Force in the Peel police 
district under the guidance of Superintendent Ross Napier.  I want to acknowledge him, because he has just 
taken up a position in the central office.  As the superintendent for Peel police district over the past four years, 
Ross has made a major contribution to the development of the newest police district.  Since our Government’s 
election, 34 new officers have been added to the complement and the operational budget for the Peel police 
district has doubled.  That is important to the growing population of Mandurah and the Peel region. 

Superintendent Cath Bullen is the replacement superintendent.  As the minister mentioned, it is very important 
that those who are leading the various police districts are given appropriate resources and support to ensure that 
the people of Western Australia are delivered the best possible Police Service, which is what the people of 
Western Australia expect.  There have been examples of members of the Police Force in the past who have not 
acted in the best interests of the people of Western Australia, as was indicated in the royal commission.  The 
Gallop Government is reaffirming its strong support for the very many decent, honest and hardworking members 
of the Western Australia Police Force. 

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  It is the Police Service. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Under the legislation it is still the Police Force. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN:  The member has been corrected.  As the local member for Mandurah, I strongly 
support our police officers in the Peel district.  This Government has resourced them to reflect the strong growth 
in population that has occurred in the area and that has resulted in a whole range of social and economic issues.  
This Government is about ensuring that the people of Western Australia have the best possible Police Service in 
the country supporting them.  The people of Western Australia expect that service for the State. 

The royal commission report contains a number of issues.  I was speaking this afternoon with the President of 
the upper House and Superintendent Ross Napier, who has moved to a new position in the central office of the 
Western Australia Police Service.  The royal commission mentioned a range of issues that need to be 
strengthened, including the Neighbourhood Watch program.  I pay tribute to the members of my community - 
volunteers - who support the police officers and the local council to ensure that Neighbourhood Watch continues 
to be such an important part of community policing in this State.  The royal commission report stated that the 
Neighbourhood Watch program should be strengthened so that we can continue to build a stronger, safer 
community for all Western Australians.  It is important that members take on board the recommendations of the 
royal commission, digest them and ensure that we move towards building a better and more sustainable police 
force - a police force that is responsive to the needs and aspirations of the people of Western Australia.  As the 
minister mentioned, in three short years this Government has demonstrated its commitment to the safety and 
security of all Western Australians.  The Government has already delivered on the DNA legislation, on which 
the Liberal coalition dragged its feet.  When those opposite were in power for eight years they did nothing about 
bringing that legislation to this House.  This Government has delivered on that legislation during its first term.  
The Government also made a commitment of 250 new police officers.  It already has the runs on the board! 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order!  I remind the Leader of the Opposition that he should be 
in his seat when making interjections. 
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN:  The Gallop Government has delivered on its commitments to the royal commission.  
It is now up to members of the Government and the Opposition to work together to support the Police Service to 
deliver the best service it can in this State.   

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [5.32 pm]:  This is an interesting debate.  I 
have been a member of this House since 1986 and I cannot recall an event such as this royal commission that has 
raised so little dust and so little community concern for so little outcome. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I do not remember there being a royal commission into that.  There was an inquiry 
but there certainly was not a royal commission.  The last royal commission was about a Premier who was found 
to have lied.  If the member does not think it is important for Premiers to not lie, that is his problem. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  The Prime Minister is lying - Paul Keating! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I agree that Paul Keating was not very good in that area. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  The Leader of the National Party has the call. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The jabbering on my left is keeping me awake, which is a good thing.  I will refer to 
some of the history of the police royal commission, which did not catch the imagination of the public but cost 
$28 million.  I was a member of the oversight committee for the Anti-Corruption Commission for a number of 
years.  I was a member of the oversight committee for the royal commission into WA Inc when the Burke 
Government was brought to the fore.  As part of that process I was lucky enough to travel to Hong Kong, New 
York and Los Angeles, looking at policing and corruption.  That was a very enlightening trip.  It was at a time 
when those in New York were talking about crunching the community on police matters and it got coverage 
around the world.  It was called zero tolerance, but it was not about police officers being compelled to arrest 
every person they saw breaking the law; it was about police officers being able to interact with those individuals.  
Some famous cases arose in New York during that time.  Several stings against police officers were shown on 
film in an attempt to remove police officers with the wrong type of attitude from the New York police force.  We 
saw a film of a person getting off a bus in New York and accidentally dropping a wallet, and the police officer 
picked up the wallet, took the money out and dropped the wallet into a drain.  That police officer was deemed to 
be not fit to perform his duties.  Another more important case was when a police officer was set up during a sting 
to take a sizeable amount of money and was also caught on film.  New York developed this process that was 
very hard on police officers, who could be filmed at any time during the course of their duties. 

I refer to what I was saying to the minister a little earlier.  When Bob Wiese was trying to initiate those sorts of 
activities in Western Australia, members of the Opposition fought to get rid of section 8. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  That is not correct. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The minister can look in Hansard and show me where I am wrong.  They fought hard 
to get rid of section 8, which made it more difficult for the police commissioner of the day to get rid of police 
officers who were not fit for duty.  On this tour we established that one of the prime rules for good police 
practices was that police officers should be paid well but they should not get a second chance. 

Point of Order 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  The member is impugning my character.  Nowhere on the Hansard record, or anywhere 
else, have I taken this matter up with the then Minister for Police, Bob Wiese, or expressed any point of view on 
it with the former minister.  The member is incorrect and in the process is impugning my character. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The Leader of the National Party is expressing an opinion.  There is no point of 
order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The minister is being a little bit too cute, because I never accused her.  I referred to 
members of the Opposition.  There happened to be a few members in opposition at that time.  If the minister 
feels touchy about that issue, that is her own bad luck.  I will happily look at Hansard and see what the 
minister’s position was, but at the time members of the Labor Party who were in government clearly wanted to 
get rid of section 8, which is the process used by commissioners to get rid of corrupt police officers.  It is all very 
well for the minister to say in this place that that may not have been her view five or six years ago.  However, it 
happened to be a view of her party.  It happened to be a view that the minister progressed.  In the minister’s own 
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words, when the Labor Party came into government, that made it harder for the commissioner to get rid of 
corrupt police officers.  So much for the minister’s record.   

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  You voted for it.  Look at the record.  You voted for it.  You supported it.  You have a short 
memory.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I did, because we took the position that we were better off with a weaker section 8 
than with no section 8 at all.  Section 8 is the core of the process of filtering out corrupt police officers.  To go 
back to the beginning of the process, the clear world practice is that we pay police officers well but they do not 
get a second chance.  If we do not go through that process, we will allow corruption to remain in the Police 
Service. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Do you know how many police officers we got off our books?  The commissioner had been 
looking into those police officers for two years.  We got rid of more police officers in our first year in 
government than you had managed to get rid of in the previous four years.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I would like the minister to back up that statement, because when Hon Bob Wiese 
was Minister for Police and brought in the Delta program - again, I concede this is from memory - about 30 
police officers were put up for a section 8.  That was at the beginning of the Delta program.  The minister likes to 
stand there and parrot away.  I would like to get the figures about how many of the 121 officers who are 
mentioned in the royal commission report were under scrutiny in those days.  I do not know the figures, because 
I do not have access to them, but the minister does.  I would not mind betting that at the beginning of the Delta 
program, when Hon Bob Wiese was Minister for Police, he got rid of about 30 of the 121 police officers that the 
minister likes to talk about.  That was years before the minister became involved.  That is one part of this process 
that the minister, and particularly the Premier, have been coming into this House and speaking about, that has 
been dishonest, because we are talking about a program that has been happening for close to a decade. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I believe the member has called both the Premier and me dishonest.  That is 
unparliamentary, and he should withdraw.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order, member for Riverton!  I did not quite catch it, but if the 
Leader of the National Party did in fact call the minister and the Premier dishonest, I ask him to withdraw.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  What I believe I said - and I am happy for members to look at Hansard - is that their 
argument is dishonest.  If it did not quite come out like that, that is what I wanted to say.  I was saying their 
argument is dishonest.  I was not talking about their personalities.   

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  I would not have taken a point of order if that had been what you said. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The minister may be right, or she may not be right.  The argument that the minister 
and the Premier have put to this Chamber is not correct.  I am sorry, Mr Acting Speaker.  If the words were as 
suggested, I will withdraw them, quite happily, because that was not my intention.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The inference that is coming out here is that we have a corrupt Police Service.  The 
Premier has stated to all Western Australians that we have a corrupt Police Service - the worst in the nation.  
How recent are the complaints and issues in the report, such as the Mickelbergs and Argyle Diamonds?  How 
recent are the core issues of this royal commission?  Many of them are over 15 years old.  Many of them are over 
a decade old.  We are not talking about a current set of circumstances.  Much of the rhetoric that is coming from 
the Premier and the minister is just a justification for that expenditure of $28 million.  There is an argument, and 
it was put to the Joint Standing Committee on the Anti-Corruption Commission on a number of occasions, that 
police forces should undergo a royal commission every so often.  I am not sure whether I concur with that 
argument.  However, we certainly cannot say that this royal commission has produced great outcomes for the 
State.  Where are the prosecutions?  I again make the point about the 121 police officers.  How many of those 
officers were dealt with five years ago, eight years ago or 10 years ago?  The inference from the Premier and the 
minister is that that is current.  It is not current at all.  I take my hat off to Hon Bob Wiese and Commissioner 
Falconer for starting the Delta program, because that was a recognition of this problem in police forces.  I agree 
that it is a problem in our Police Force.  It is also a problem in other police forces throughout the world.   
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I turn now to page 235 of the report and to what I consider to be the core of this process; namely, the internal 
investigations unit.  The oversight committee on the ACC said that in every police force that we may look at, the 
internal investigations unit is the core instrumentality in trying to keep a police force as free of corruption and 
bad practices as possible.  We also have a history.  If we go back to our time in Government - this is something 
that members can criticise the Court Government for - there was too much interplay between the internal affairs 
unit, the Ombudsman, the Director of Public Prosecutions and the ACC.  There were a lot of complaints about 
the role of the Ombudsman in this process, because the Ombudsman had only a part-time role.  There was a lot 
of concern about how difficult it was for the police internal affairs unit to act within the law and get rid of 
questionable police officers.  There was a lot of concern about the role of the Director of Public Prosecutions.  
There was also a lot of concern about the role of the ACC.  That debate became very public over a period and 
ended with the ACC vanishing, which I can happily say was not a bad outcome.  However, I am not sure about 
the Corruption and Crime Commission.  The debate about the ACC is an argument that I would love to get into.  
I would argue in any place that the problem with these sorts of oversight groups is not so much the structure of 
their inquiry processes and so forth but the management.  In most cases when they do not work it is because the 
administration that has been put in place is a judge, and judges take a judgmental attitude to the process rather 
than an administrative attitude.  I strongly support and appreciate that minister McGinty telephoned me about the 
appointment of Kevin Hammond as head of the Corruption and Crime Commission.  I fully support that 
appointment, because Kevin Hammond is a very capable individual.  It will be incumbent on him and a range of 
other people to prove that they can do better than the ACC.  What did the royal commission say about the 
internal affairs unit?  The second paragraph on page 239 states that a common explanation proffered was the lack 
of resources.  The royal commission said that the internal investigations unit under this Government was under-
resourced.   

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  You mean under the commissioner.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Under this Government.  The Government supplies the resources.  The commissioner 
does not supply any resources.  The Minister for Police is responsible for the police budget.  

Near the end of the third paragraph on page 239 the report reads - 

The incoming Commissioner, Mr Barry Matthews, did not accept the arguments presented and this 
suggestion was not proceeded with.  That was a downgrading of the Police Services’s reporting process. 

The last sentence in that paragraph reads - 

However, the IAU no longer had first call on appointments, and it would appear that resourcing IAU 
became less of a priority. 

What happened to internal affairs under this Government?  According to the royal commission, it became a low 
priority.  I seek an extension of time.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Extension granted. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The second paragraph on page 240 reads - 

The establishment of the Professional Standards Portfolio marked a major advance in internal 
investigations in WAPS.  Data produced to the Royal Commission by WAPS records that the number of 
disciplinary and criminal charges laid against members jumped sharply upon the creation of the 
Professional Standards Portfolio 

That is not current; it is reasonably old history.  That happened before the royal commission was established.  It 
said that the procedures implemented in the past five years or so were making a difference within the Police 
Force.  It is the same report that the Premier said condemns the Western Australia Police Service.  On page 241 
the report reads - 

Where there is prima facie evidence of an offence but the matter does not proceed to court, the reasons, 
supported by any advice from the DPP or the Crown Solicitor, are recorded in a discretionary register. 
Such a system is appropriate and should be adhered to rigidly. 

Something else revealed to the Joint Standing Committee on the Anti-Corruption Commission was that it is 
important that a register be kept within the police under the control of the Commissioner of Police to record 
police officer’s indiscretions.  That is so that a record can be kept.  It would counter the possibility of memory 
loss among officers.  On page 242 of the same chapter the report reads - 
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Although the vast majority of police would not actively participate in corrupt conduct, there are no 
doubt many who would not hesitate to tip off a colleague if they were aware of a pending investigation 
into him or her. 

That is a core issue within Western Australia.  A considerable frustration among the people of Western Australia 
is the high-profile people involved in the underworld of Perth who are not caught.  We all know who they are.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  It has been brought to my attention that we are debating the 
amendment, so the member cannot seek an extension.  The speaker is allowed 20 minutes on the amendment.  
The member has three minutes left.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am happy with that.  I did not get the call early enough.  People are concerned about 
some high-profile Western Australians.  A person who was in charge of one of the prisons told me some years 
ago that he knew of a very well known, high-profile, underworld figure who stood outside prison gates and 
handed cash to drug dealers for keeping their mouth shut in prison about other individuals.  We hear all these 
things but people are not caught.  That is where the question marks arise.  

I draw to the attention of the House the first paragraph on page 245, which reads  - 

The genuiness of the will of the Executive of WAPS to rid it of corruption remains liable to criticism 
while IAU has the appearance of being inadequately resourced. 

That is the nub of the findings of the royal commission.  From page 235 onwards the theme is the under-
resourcing of the police internal affairs unit.  It also suggests that when police officers are identified as corrupt 
officers it is difficult to get rid of them.  The Government has cried wolf.  If the Police Service does not have a 
strong internal affairs unit, difficulties will arise.  

Although the minister has blamed the weakness in the IAU on the present commissioner, the problem lies 
directly with the minister.  She cannot duck those issues as minister.  She is responsible for the police budget and 
its outcomes.  I will not accept that she can take police officers out of the wheatbelt and assign them to work on 
trains.  She makes statements to the media, things happen and she says that she has no role in the process.  It is 
difficult to believe otherwise.  If the minister wishes to get the public of Western Australia on side, I suggest she 
start resourcing the police internal affairs unit.  

MR J.H.D. DAY (Darling Range) [5.55 pm]:  I will speak only until six o’clock because I have another 
commitment after the dinner break.  The motion moved by the member for Kalgoorlie is appropriate and 
expresses strong support for the serving members of the Police Service who are doing their job honestly, 
properly and decently.  It is important that the Parliament provide that moral and other support to the 
approximately 4 800 sworn members and other staff of the Police Service.  

It is acknowledged that the royal commission has identified some problems.  Are they problems that point to 
systemic or endemic corruption?  No; it has been clearly agreed by both sides that is not the case.  The 
Government has accused the Opposition - the Liberal and National Parties while in government and now in 
opposition - of wanting to sweep these matters under the carpet and to put our head in the sand and ignore issues 
of concern about police corruption.  That is clearly not the case, as is demonstrated by the evidence from when 
we were in government.  In 1993, when the coalition Government came to office, serious consideration was 
given to establishing a royal commission.  Long before I became police minister, then Premier Richard Court 
spoke of the difficult decision his Government had to make.  On the other hand, advice was given that it would 
be better to start reforming the Police Service and implement major changes than go through a very debilitating 
and somewhat paralysing exercise of a royal commission.  The previous Government took these issues very 
seriously.  Hon Bob Wiese before me, Hon Kevin Prince after me and I were very conscious of the New South 
Wales Wood royal commission’s recommendations, which essentially recommended two major changes: first, 
that there had to be a change in the culture of the Police Service and, secondly, that there needed to be a well-
resourced and independent investigatory body.  Despite what the minister and the Labor Government tried to 
make of a change of culture, major changes were implemented through the Delta reform program.  When the 
minister was shadow Minister for Police and the Premier was Leader of the Opposition, they were briefed by 
former Commissioner of Police Bob Falconer about the major changes implemented through the Delta reforms.  
For their own political purposes, the Government has sought to dismiss the Delta program.  However, that 
undoubtedly had a major role in transforming the Police Service into a much better organisation.  Thirdly, the 
Anti-Corruption Commission was established.  It was not perfect and with the benefit of hindsight it had 
problems, but not because of the commissioners who were appointed to it.  They were dedicated to doing their 
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job well.  Problems arose because of the legislation and the Crime and Corruption Commission has taken on 
board some of the changes that, when in government, we considered should be made.  

An important point to make is that, despite what the Government says and the impressions it is trying to create 
that it will solve all the problems in the Police Service, problems of corruption and improper conduct will exist 
in five, 10 or 20 years.  Unfortunately, some individuals will always try to push the limits and not do the right 
thing.  It is therefore important that the structure and culture is in place to deal appropriately with those problems 
and to try to prevent them or to adequately deal with them when they do happen.  The Government is being 
disingenuous in suggesting that it has the solution to deal with all these issues.  The advertisements it has placed 
in the media seeking senior officers for the Police Service are intended to create the impression that it is dealing 
with these problems once and for all.  That is not the case; we need a sustained program such as that 
implemented when the coalition was in government.  

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [7.00 pm]:  I will make some brief comments as I know there are other 
members who want to make a contribution to this debate. 

Point of Order 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  When the House rose for the dinner suspension at six o’clock this evening the member for 
Darling Range was speaking and had not concluded his speech, as far as I was aware.  The normal protocol is to 
give the next call to a member from the other side of the House.  I thought the leader of opposition business was 
going to explain why the member for Darling Range was not in the House.  I ask that you, Mr Acting Speaker, 
put the question again if you think that is appropriate. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  It is quite clear that the member for Hillarys sought and received the call.  It happens 
frequently in this place that the call is not given in strict order from one side to the other, although that is the 
general protocol.  That precedent has been set over many years.  The member for Hillarys sought the call and the 
member for Darling Range is not in the House.  Although I can understand that the member for Riverton might 
be disappointed because he may not get the opportunity to give us the benefit of his wisdom, I would much 
rather hear from the member for Hillarys.   

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  If the member for Riverton had been in the House, he would have heard the member for 
Darling Range say that he was going to speak only until six o’clock.  Did the member hear that? 

Mr A.D. McRae:  I was in the Chamber and, no, I did not hear him. 

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  Read Hansard because he said he would speak only until six o’clock.  The member is 
not in the Chamber so whoever gets up should get the call. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  The situation is very simple.  I made sure that I put the question 
at the start and the member for Hillarys got to his feet when no other member did.  I saw him do that and that is 
why I gave him the call.  I do not know what happened to the member for Darling Range.  The member for 
Hillarys was the only member seeking the call. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Thank you.  For the benefit of the House, the member for Darling Range spoke only for 
five minutes; that is all he was going to speak for.  I am taking over the balance of his time although I do not 
intend to use it all.  I just want to make some points for the record.  I am sure that other members, if they make 
short speeches tonight, will have the chance to contribute to this debate.   

I am absolutely disgusted that the Government should move an amendment to the motion put by the member for 
Kalgoorlie.  I am absolutely disgusted because the motion that was before the House was a simple one.  It was in 
no way political; it simply acknowledged the comments of the Commissioner of Police, the top serving police 
officer in this State, and gave the support of this House to members of the Police Service.  That was it.  It was a 
very simple motion, and I did not think that the Government would be so stupid, so dumb, as to move an 
amendment.  I thought that it might not want to vote for the motion, because it did not move it originally, but I 
thought it might want to talk it out until the end of private members’ time.  I did not think it would be so dumb as 
to move an amendment.  In moving this amendment, the Government has sent a message to the Police Force - all 
those great serving officers - and in particular to the Commissioner of Police, that all this Government wants to 
do is politicise its actions and comments on the Police Service, particularly on the police royal commission.  I 
must say that it is dumb, dumb, dumb.  However, that is what I expect from this Government.   
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The motion that the Opposition has moved is a universal motion.  It is one that I would have thought every 
member in this House would support and endorse.  Even if members speak to the motion and mention different 
issues in their electorate, as did the member for Mandurah - he talked about the work of the Police Service in the 
Peel region - that is fine.  They can do that.  However, to support a stupid, political amendment that goes against 
the theme of the motion - 

Mr D.A. Templeman:  It is a very good amendment. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member for Mandurah says that it is a very good amendment.  I hope all the serving 
police officers get to hear about that through the Western Australian Police Union.  I believe the member for 
Mandurah should be ashamed of himself for making that sort of comment - to endorse an absolutely crass, 
political amendment such as that which is before the House at the moment. 

What do we have to do?  We are now asked to endorse the Gallop Government’s response to the final report of 
the royal commission.  The Opposition does not endorse the Gallop Government’s response.  We believe the 
Gallop Government’s response is completely at odds with the police royal commission, and I believe the 
Commissioner of Police also feels that way.  That is why he has made comments in the media recently.  I believe 
he is a bit disgusted that the Premier of this State should make those sorts of adverse comments against serving 
members of the Police Force.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  I am sorry to interrupt, but I just did a bit of maths.  Knowing as I do that you don’t like to go 
on for too long, I just thought I would point out to you that if you were to take your full 20 minutes, it is more 
than likely that the member for Riverton would not get to speak. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is very tempting.  I know that the member for Girrawheen wants to speak in this 
debate.  I would prefer to listen to the member for Girrawheen than the member for Riverton, because we hear 
some commonsense from the member for Girrawheen.  That is true.  I pay credit where it is due.  We do.  
However, I cannot say the same about the member for Riverton.  That is as it is.  However, I will not play 
politics with the timing of this debate.  I have said that I will not speak for the full time, and I will not.   
As I said before the interjection, here we go again.  We are expected to endorse the Gallop Government’s 
response to the final report.  We do not endorse the Premier’s response - absolutely not.  As the Leader of the 
Opposition said, the Premier’s spin doctors have sexed up the response to try to justify spending $28 million of 
taxpayers’ money, when only two charges have been laid - $14 million apiece.  That is the great financial 
management of this Government.  I will quote from the Premier’s statement.  He stated - 

First, that there has been significant and sustained corruption and criminal conduct in the Western 
Australia Police Service since 1985; 

Members should remember that date, because that is the time we have gone back over.  He continues - 

and, second, - 

This is equally important, and I will come to the point I am making in a moment - 

that despite the efforts of many, the culture, management and processes of the service lag far behind 
best practice.  

That is his interpretation; they are his words, not those of the royal commission.  The Premier is criticising the 
Police Service, through this Parliament, in relation to the royal commission’s report, to justify the expenditure of 
$28 million.  That amount would have recruited well over 500 police officers, who would be out on the beat now 
fighting crime and doing a good job.  It was spent for political reasons.  The premier wanted this royal 
commission; he had to have it, so he has wasted $28 million of taxpayers’ money. 

The Premier made many other comments about the administration of the Police Service.  If the Premier 
genuinely believes that the administration of the Police Service has been so wrong and that there has been so 
much significant and sustained corruption and criminal conduct in the Police Service, how can he have 
confidence in the member who sits about three seats away from him?  All this corruption was going on at a time 
when the Minister for Tourism was a senior serving officer in the Police Service.  He was an assistant 
commissioner for a few years and prior to that he held other highly significant positions in the Police Service.  
What was he doing?  Was he doing a good job and managing the Police Service properly?  One can assume he 
was not, according to the Premier’s comments.  The Premier has obviously cast a big net here, but he must 
include the Minister for Tourism, who was one of those serving, senior ranked officers in the Police Service.  I 
want to ask the Premier - I cannot ask the Minister for Tourism - how many police officers the Minister for 
Tourism, when he was a senior police officer, found were acting corruptly or were guilty of criminal conduct?  
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How many did he refer to the police internal investigation unit?  How many people did he dob in?  I am not 
aware of any.  Did he just sit on his hands all the time and do nothing, like the three wise monkeys?  I have not 
heard any reports that he brought charges against any police officers who were behaving in a corrupt and 
criminal way.  He was one of the most senior police officers when this is supposed to have occurred.  They are 
good questions to put to the Premier.  I cannot ask the Minister for Tourism because it is not his portfolio, but he 
was a high-ranking officer and I want know what he was doing when all this so-called corruption and criminal 
conduct that the Premier talks about was going on.  The royal commission does not actually say that, but the 
Premier does.  He has sexed up his response to the report, and he has spun out of control.  The Premier is run by 
spin doctors, and he has spun out of control on this one. 

I am disappointed that the police royal commission did not actually look more into the Mickelberg affair.  What 
was the then Senior Sergeant Kucera doing when the Premier says all this was going on?  He could not have 
been buying hamburgers every day.  Surely he had to do some meaningful work, but we hear nothing of that.  I 
am disappointed that the royal commission did not look into the Mickelberg case more, because I believe that a 
police officer who is the officer in charge of a police station knows what is going on in that police station.  That 
is his job; that is why he is called the officer in charge.  He is supposed to know what is going in the cells, who is 
being charged, who is being interviewed, and what the detectives and police officers are doing.  The officer in 
charge is supposed to know all those things, and I suggest that the job would bring a bit more money and a bit 
more status because of that.  What did that particular officer in charge do, other than go and get some 
hamburgers?  We know for a fact, because it has been confirmed since then by Lewandowski, that Peter 
Mickelberg was stripped and beaten in that interview room.  Do not tell me the officer in charge knew nothing 
about that incident.  Peter Mickelberg has since said he never saw that officer in charge until the incident had 
taken place and he was in the room outside.  He complained to Sergeant Kucera that he had been stripped and 
beaten.  He was told, “There’s nothing I can do about it.  Forget about it.”  He walked away.  

Mr M.J. Birney:  If you have just been beaten up, does it not make sense to immediately find the officer in 
charge and make a complaint?  It’s human nature.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Of course it is.  I understand that that is what Mickelberg did.  This officer in charge was 
either out buying hamburgers or sitting on his hands and doing something other than what he should have been 
doing; that is, knowing what was going on in his station for which he had responsibility.  I was disappointed that 
the royal commission did not look into that matter.  I thought it would have undertaken an investigation with all 
the problems and verballing that happened there.  Sergeant Kucera said he went into the room and saw notes 
being taken.  We know that that is untrue because Mickelberg and Lewandowski have said it is so.  Was that 
matter investigated?  No.  I wonder why.   

I return to my main point.  A former high-ranking serving police officer should have known what was going on.  
If one were cynical, one might say that maybe he did know what was going on, but he did not bother to do 
enough to ensure that what the Premier sees as sustained criminal conduct was not allowed to go on.  I hope the 
Premier will read Hansard and see the questions I put to him to ask of the Minister for Tourism.  I doubt it will 
happen, as I have no faith whatsoever in the Premier’s actions in following up on such comments.  I ask him 
whether he has confidence in someone who was in that position.  If the police officer could not deal with the 
sustained corruption and criminal conduct that the Premier said was going on - it was rife - and if that police 
officer did nothing about it, how can the Premier have faith in that person holding the job of a minister of the 
Crown administering affairs of this State?  I do not see how he can. 

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen - Parliamentary Secretary) [7.18 pm]:  I am pleased to talk on the royal 
commission report tonight.  In that context, perhaps I am ideally placed to judge the effectiveness of the report 
because I have personal knowledge and was involved in two of the investigations reported upon by the royal 
commission.  I have some first-hand knowledge of the matters examined.  I think the member for Kalgoorlie and 
opposition members generally are very much mistaken in saying that this is all about prosecutions.  From day 
one, and even before day one, it was clear that this royal commission was about ensuring a first-class Police 
Service for the State.  It is the least our State deserves.  Our community needs to be confident that the 
management of the Police Service is first rate, that police act with integrity and that processes are in place to 
minimise the potential for corruption.  Up until the delivery of that report, the public could not have had that 
confidence. 

I now quickly read a couple of things I said in my inaugural speech.  I am accused of a lot of things, but not of 
being prescient.  In May 2001, I said - 
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. . . I am happy to say that during my career I have had the privilege of working with some highly 
professional and dedicated police officers.  They acknowledge that the reality of modern policing means 
a commitment to ongoing training and these officers also readily embrace new methodologies to assist 
in the fight against crime.  They also accept that, as criminal enterprise is becoming increasingly 
complex, they must keep abreast of these developments or the battle will be well and truly lost. 

I then went on to remark, having worked with police and being aware of the demands that policing makes both 
personally and professionally on many officers - 

In other words, although the broader community holds police in high esteem, it probably does so 
without possessing a full appreciation of what they may be required to do.  Police have to detect and 
apprehend offenders, but they must do so within the parameters of the law, administrative guidelines 
and, by no means least, budgetary constraints.  I do not consider that the constraints that these place on 
officers are necessarily fully appreciated.  If anything, many in the community believe that the end 
justifies the means and it warrants police taking whatever action is required to secure a conviction, 
irrespective of probity or legality.  However, that option is not open to our police and if they proceed 
down that path, it is at their own peril.  So-called noble-cause corruption cannot be condoned.  If 
convictions are secured by breaking the rules, police are no better than the criminals they are 
investigating. 

My next comment was probably the most important, which I emphasis for the benefit of the Leader of the 
Opposition - 

That said, my observations over many years suggest that hard-core corruption is not endemic in 
Western Australia and that most officers are honest and conscientious individuals working well under 
difficult conditions. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I agree with you, but how can you reconcile that with what the Premier said about significant 
and sustained corrupt and criminal conduct in the Western Australia Police Service?   

Ms M.M. QUIRK:  I went on to say - 

I do not, for example, contend that serious corruption does not exist.  I have personal knowledge of a 
number of allegations - 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  The Premier and the minister are saying that many officers in the Police Service are corrupt.  I 
want to know where the Labor Party stands on this.  Is our Police Service corrupt or not?  What do you think?  
We do not think they are.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  Leader of the Opposition, the member for Girrawheen has the 
call. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK:  I then said, and again this is from my personal experience and knowledge, that - 

. . . it could have been said a decade ago that, in many respects, large sections of the Western Australia 
Police Service were procedurally lax and undisciplined.  My recent observations, however, suggest that 
this has improved markedly with the adoption of a range of procedures geared towards greater 
accountability. 

I also said -  

. . . the extent to which any of us can be confident about the level of corruption relies upon the efficacy 
of the current regimes - 

I was referring to bodies such as the Anti-Corruption Commission.  To my detriment I then went on to say that 
the public perception of the efficacy of the ACC was low.  For my pains, the chairman of the ACC, Terry 
O’Connor, chastised me for having expressed community doubts and reservations about the effectiveness of the 
ACC.  It seems to me that the Opposition is acting on a misapprehension that to improve management checks 
and balances and processes in some way is not important.  I beg to differ. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  No-one has ever said that.  Who in the Opposition has said that?  No-one.  You cannot walk in 
here and make things up.   

Ms M.M. QUIRK:  Grave allegations were made.  Search warrants were forged.   

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, Leader of the Opposition! 
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Ms M.M. QUIRK:  The forging of search warrants was mentioned in the royal commission report.  Does the 
Leader of the Opposition condone that?  Does the Leader of the Opposition condone assaults on suspects? 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  Do you think the police are corrupt?  Yes or no?   
Ms M.M. QUIRK:  Does the Leader of the Opposition condone the unauthorised disclosure of private personal 
information?  Those are all serious matters.  They are all worthy of investigation by the royal commission.  For 
the Leader of the Opposition to say that the royal commission did not prove worthy of the effort and expenditure 
is just ridiculous.   
One of the very important things that the royal commission talked about was the need for an enhanced 
corruption-fighting body.  I am very pleased that late last year we managed to pass legislation so that we can 
have a corruption-fighting body that actually has some teeth and enjoys the confidence of the public of Western 
Australia.   
I now want to make some observations about the comments made by the Commissioner of Police to which the 
member for Kalgoorlie has alluded.  I was lucky enough to attend a dinner in the middle of October last year. 
Mr M.J. Birney:  You would not get many invitations, would you? 
Mr A.D. McRae:  After your performance in Bali, you would get none. 
Ms M.M. QUIRK:  The member for Kalgoorlie is right.  I am working too hard.  I have to turn a lot down.   
I attended an official function at the invitation of the Royal Automobile Club at which the Commissioner of 
Police gave a speech about leadership.  He shared his thoughts on leadership with the fairly small gathering of 
people who were present.  In the context of the member for Kalgoorlie’s quotes of the Commissioner of Police 
tonight, one of the most significant comments that the Commissioner of Police made was that if he had known 
there was to be a royal commission, he would never have accepted the job.  That is a significant comment made 
by the man charged over the next few months with implementing the recommendations of the royal commission.  
The Commissioner of Police was not fully committed to the royal commission.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  You are bucketing the Commissioner of Police. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK:  I am quoting what the Commissioner of Police said.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Where do you stand on this?  What is the Labor Party position?  Is the Western Australia Police 
Service corrupt or not? 

Ms M.M. QUIRK:  It was a very significant comment.   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  Order!  A few moments ago I was going to call the Leader of 
the Opposition to order but then the member for Girrawheen posed a question to him.  The member for 
Girrawheen can look after herself in this Chamber, but no-one will scream over the top of her speech so that she 
cannot be heard.  That includes some members on the government side as well.   

Ms M.M. QUIRK:  I made that remark because at the time the Commissioner of Police made those comments I 
was surprised.  That veneer needs to be put on his assessment of the royal commission because he is clearly not 
committed to the project.  He is certainly leaving in the middle of the year.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  You are kicking him on his way out. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK:  He sees some pall over his status as a manager perhaps, because on any reading of the royal 
commission report, serious questions arise about management practice, levels of supervision and the fact that 
many police officers could act as mavericks, do improper things and not be subject to proper scrutiny or 
procedures.  It is very unfortunate that the Commissioner of Police made that remark.  I do not have any problem 
with anyone reminding all of us that the majority of the officers of the Western Australia Police Service are 
professional, highly competent, highly committed individuals who serve the community.  However, it starts from 
the top.  The commissioner should be embracing the recommendations as a great opportunity for change instead 
of seeing them as a challenge and in some ways a slight on his capacity to manage the service.  I think that is a 
very important comment to make.  It is very important that it is not seen as his legacy and that in the months he 
has left he embraces those recommendations and leads from the top, and that he suggests to those in the service 
that they likewise embrace those recommendations so that the Western Australian community can have a Police 
Service it can be very proud of and one of integrity in which it can have confidence. 
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MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [7.29 pm]:  I was not planning to speak in this 
debate, and I do not want to run foul of interjections.   

Ms M.M. Quirk:  You have interjected on everyone else tonight and now you do not want us to do it to you.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No, the member for Girrawheen is one of the few members on the government side whom I 
like.   

Ms M.M. Quirk:  There you go.  He might ask me out for dinner, member for Kalgoorlie. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I think the member is a very nice, intelligent person. 

I rise in this debate because I am curious about where the Labor Party stands on this matter.  In his response to 
the royal commission the Premier said -  

I rise to table the final report of the Royal Commission Into Whether There Has Been Any Corrupt or 
Criminal Conduct by Western Australian Police Officers. 

The Premier said that this report is profoundly disturbing.  In his statement, he said -  

First, that there has been significant and sustained corruption and criminal conduct in the Western 
Australia Police Service . . .  

He said that the corruption is significant and sustained.  The Premier of the State said that the Western Australian 
Police Service is corrupt.  He is not sitting on the fence.  He continues -  

. . . and, second, that despite the efforts of many, the culture, management and processes of the service 
lag far behind best practice.  

I do not have a problem with that.  He then claims - this is the point -  

Once and for all, the report disposes of the “rotten apple” explanation of corrupt and criminal behaviour 
. . .  

It is no good for the member for Girrawheen to act in a pious and self-righteous way and to say that the vast 
majority of our police men and women are honest and hard-working people.  The Premier said there is sustained 
corruption and criminal conduct in the Police Service and he dismissed the notion that it is limited to a minority 
of rotten apples.  He has said that it applies to the whole lot.  He said corruption is sustained in our Police 
Service.  It is extraordinary that the Premier of Western Australia said that.  What is equally extraordinary is that 
the Minister for Police did not want to back him earlier.  She said she thought the Police Service was doing a 
pretty good job.  When the Minister for Police is asked a straightforward question - I would put it to the Premier 
if he were in the Chamber - about whether the Western Australian Police Service is corrupt, she will not answer 
it, yet the Premier has talked about sustained corruption in the Western Australian Police Service.  The Minister 
for Police does not quite know what to do.  If she says what the Premier has said - that is, that there is sustained 
corruption in the Western Australia Police Service - she should not continue to be the Minister for Police.  Either 
she backs the agency or moves out.  The minister cannot have it both ways; she cannot fail to support an agency.  
The minister should not remain in her role as Minister for Police - not because of her own misconduct or 
incompetence, but because she cannot support that agency.  A minister should either support the agency for 
which he or she is responsible or move to another portfolio and find someone else to solve the problem.   

I do not know where the Labor Party sits on this issue.  I know where the Liberal Party sits on this issue.  We 
have confidence in Western Australia’s police men and women.  Although the Premier says he dismisses the 
rotten apple theory, I do not.  There are some rotten apples in the Police Service.  There are rotten apples in most 
organisations.  The Police Service will attract them.  Some relatively low-paid police officers can be tempted.  I 
do not stand here as the opponent of the Premier and say that the Western Australia Police Service is corrupt.  
The Premier has said that.  He has not minced his words. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  No, he has not said that.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Can the member tell me what he has said?  Do we or do we not have a corrupt Police 
Service?  The Government spent $28 million on a royal commission.  The Premier’s first conclusion about the 
report on the royal commission is that there has been significant and sustained corrupt and criminal conduct in 
the Western Australia Police Service since 1985.  The Premier of Western Australia is saying that the Police 
Service is corrupt.  There is no doubt about that.  He could come into the Chamber - he could have done this 
earlier this week - and retract that statement.  He could have put on the record that the Police Service is not 
corrupt but that there a few bad apples.  However, he has not said that.  He dismissed the bad apple argument, as 
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he puts it.  I find it incredible that the Premier, to whom the 5 000 police men and women look for support 
against the criminal scum and low-life of our society, says that the police are corrupt.  That is the Premier’s 
position.  The Minister for Police does not agree with him.  She is caught between a rock and a hard place, so I 
will not embarrass her.  The Labor backbenchers do not know where they stand.   

The Liberal Party supports Western Australia’s police officers.  We support them in their efforts to fight crime.  
If I ever become the Premier of this State, I will never criticise our police officers in the most disturbing, 
damaging and disingenuous way as Premier Gallop has done.  He has let down every serving police officer in 
this State.  He has let down their families and the victims of crime.  In effect, the Premier has said in Parliament 
that the Western Australia Police Service is corrupt.  The royal commission had only two prosecutions.  
However, that does not matter.  It is all about spin and about trying to justify spending $28 million.  I disagree 
with Premier Gallop.  I do not think our Western Australia Police Service is corrupt.  My political colleagues and 
I will support the Police Service in this State. 

MR A.D. McRAE (Riverton) [7.34 pm]:  The Western Australian Government has responded to the report of 
the royal commission appropriately, strongly, directly and honestly.  For that reason I am happy to explain my 
reasons for supporting this amendment.  First, I pick up the point that the Leader of the Opposition has been 
pursuing; that is, whether the Premier or anybody in the Government has said that the Western Australia Police 
Service is corrupt. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  He did.  What do you think?  Do you think they are corrupt? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The Leader of the Opposition and a number of members opposite have alleged that the 
Government has made a statement, and continues to reinforce the view, that the Western Australia Police Service 
is corrupt, full stop.  That is disingenuous at best. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  What did he say?  Enlighten me. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I will tell the Leader of the Opposition, because he is not capable of reading the words as they 
were presented to this House.  I will restate those words so that the Leader of the Opposition can understand 
them.  As the Leader of the Opposition in the federal Parliament has said, sometimes children learn better if they 
are read to.   

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  An excellent point, member for Riverton. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The Leader of the Opposition here may take a lead from that.  I will read this out, and I will 
repeat it, and then he might understand the context, the meaning, the intent and the value of those words.  He 
might then reflect on whether the approach he has taken is an attempt to advance the interests of Western 
Australians and the quality of service that the police men and women of this State are providing as sworn 
officers, and whether it will give confidence to the wider community.  The Parliament sought to get the best that 
it could out of an extraordinary and extensive investigation into the culture and practice of the Police Service.  I 
will go to the words of the Premier when he tabled the royal commission report.  The Leader of the Opposition 
was correct when he quoted the first part.  The Premier stated - 

The report is profoundly disturbing in that it found -  

First, that there has been significant and sustained corruption and criminal conduct in the 
Western Australia Police Service since 1985;  

What do those words mean?  There has been a lot of focus on the words “significant” and “sustained” and a 
suggestion that the meaning of those words could include systemic, widespread or endemic. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  We know what they mean. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  What does “sustained” mean? 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Continuous, ongoing criminal conduct. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  That is right; it means ongoing. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Do you want to read on? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I will just deal with one word at a time.  We have agreed that it means ongoing and 
established, and that there is some measure of understanding between us.  I will now go to the second point that 
the Opposition has been arguing.  Does that mean that all police officers in the Western Australia Police Service 
are corrupt?  Is that what those opposite are suggesting the Government is saying? 
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Mr R.F. Johnson:  It is what the Premier has said.  I would not say those sorts of words.  They are insulting to 
our Police Service.  The Premier is saying that there is widespread corruption throughout the Police Service and 
that it is sustained and criminal conduct.  He is not saying there are one or two bent coppers that have been found 
out at a cost of $28 million.  He is saying there is sustained corruption and criminal conduct.  He goes on to say 
that it is not just a rotten apple; it is the whole basket. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I am allowing a bit of interaction.  I wanted to see what interpretation the member was 
placing on that.  Does he believe the Premier said that all police officers are corrupt?  That is a most 
extraordinary interpretation.  It is also most misleading.  If members opposite were to go outside this Chamber 
and say to the wide world of Western Australian citizens that the Premier of Western Australia has said that all 
police officers in this State are corrupt, what do they think would happen?  No wonder members opposite have 
no credibility.  No wonder no-one takes them seriously.  What members opposite are doing - and people sniff it 
immediately - is that they are being so misleading and dishonest in their presentation of a complex and important 
matter that they are actually destroying any credibility that they might have had.  However, in the process of 
destroying their own credibility, they are also dragging down the whole process of royal commissions, they are 
dragging down the role of politicians as leaders in this community, and they are dragging down police officers - 
every one of them.  Members opposite are continuing to mislead by misinterpreting and misrepresenting these 
words.  I will read out once more the words that the Premier used, so that members opposite will understand the 
context of the Premier’s statement and why the Government has responded in the way that it has.  The Premier 
said -  

First, that there has been significant and sustained corruption and criminal conduct  . .  

We have all agreed that “sustained” means ongoing.  The Premier said also - this is the point that the Leader of 
the Opposition finds most difficult to understand -  

Once and for all, the report disposes of the “rotten apple” explanation of corrupt and criminal behaviour 
in the service.  The problem, as the report shows, is not so much the apples as the basket within which 
they are placed. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Exactly.  What is your interpretation of “significant”?   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  First, we have agreed that “sustained” means ongoing.  Secondly, the Premier has said that 
this report has disposed forever of the idea -  

Point of Order 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  Members of the Opposition are reacting to any phrase that is mildly pejorative -  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Pejorative? 

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  Yes.  That is too big a word for the member for Hillarys.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You have been reading again, have you?   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  Order!  A point of order is being raised.  No-one will speak 
while the point of order is being raised.  

Ms A.J. MacTIERNAN:  The member for Nedlands is making some quite derogatory comments in relation to 
the member for Riverton.  I would not normally raise this, but opposition members are continuing to raise such 
points of order, and we want to insist that the same standards that are applied to us are applied to them.   

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  The member for Riverton is encouraging us to participate in the debate, because he 
keeps asking us questions, such as what do we think this word means and what do we think that word means.  He 
is encouraging us, so we are fulfilling his wishes.  The point of order is out of order.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Indeed, the member for Riverton was encouraging some response from the members 
on the other side.  However, the point of order that was raised by the minister relates to the use of pejorative 
terms that are disorderly.  I did not hear the member for Nedlands, but I am sure that if she did do so she would 
withdraw those comments.  Otherwise, we will continue with the debate.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I did not hear what the member for Nedlands said.  I have stopped listening to anything that 
comes out of her mouth, because it is totally irrelevant and useless.   

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 
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Mr A.D. McRAE:  You can see, Mr Acting Speaker, that even when I try to recommence my contribution to this 
debate, the member for Nedlands continues to waffle and send out jibes.  One thing is certain.  I will not run out 
of this Chamber crying my eyes out and trying to attract pity.  That will not be my response.  I am not a cry 
baby.  Unlike the member for Nedlands, I do not want to cry and pretend that somehow women are weak.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!  The fact that all members, including the members for Nedlands 
and Riverton, are enjoying themselves does not negate the fact that members are not addressing the amendment 
before the Chair.  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I was saying, prior to the point of order, that I wanted to move from the understanding of the 
meaning of the Premier’s words when he was talking about significant and sustained corruption - 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  I call to order for the last time the member for Nedlands. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I was trying to draw a distinction and get a deeper understanding of the meaning of the words 
that the Premier used when he tabled the report and talked about significant and sustained corruption.  During the 
exchange - which was invited because there had been an earlier across-chamber debate about the meaning of 
sustained - it was at least agreed that sustained meant ongoing.  We all understand and agree that, when the 
Premier quoted from and tabled the report, sustained meant ongoing.  The Premier also took great care and very 
consciously set out the Government’s understanding of the meaning of sustained corruption and its implications 
for not only the Police Service but also the Parliament and the people of Western Australia; the extent of 
sustained corruption; the way in which it needed to be confronted; and how it would be dealt with.  The Premier 
went on to say that once and for all the report disposes of the rotten apple explanation of corrupt and criminal 
behaviour in the service.  It disposes once and for all the metaphor that members have used about the rotten 
apples in the basket.  We are not talking about endemic corruption; we are not talking about widespread 
corruption; we are not talking about systemic corruption.  We are talking about continued, ongoing, sustained 
corruption.  It means that it exists at a level and in a form over time and it must be confronted.  This is the 
challenge that comes from the royal commission report - not that we must run around and calculate whether one 
prosecution equals $14 million.  Although that might be one useful measure, it tells us absolutely nothing about 
the pursuit of an improved Police Service in this State; it tells us nothing about whether the Police Service is 
recruiting properly, training properly and investigating internal complaints properly; and it tells us nothing about 
whether it has an internal anticorruption process set out that will give the people of Western Australia 
confidence.  It is our duty to pursue those points. 

Why did we have a royal commission?  It was because the Labor Party came to the view in the years leading up 
to the last election that a royal commission was the only way to uncover and reveal in a public and powerful way 
the extent of corruption in the Western Australia Police Service.  There was no allegation from us that all of the 
apples in the basket were rotten; that was never said by anybody within the Labor Party.  There was no 
suggestion in the formulation of our policy in the lead-up to the last election that we would in some way, in the 
conduct of a royal commission, expose a totally rotten core and grubby mess inside the Police Service.  Nobody 
ever suggested that.  That was certainly not part of the debate on my side of politics.  Part of the debate was that 
we wanted the full power of the most senior investigative authority in this State that this Parliament can endorse 
- a royal commission - to conduct that investigation.  We wanted to give the commission full power to reveal all 
that we needed to understand about the status of our Police Service and we wanted to be able to give confidence 
to the people of Western Australia - 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Mr Acting Speaker, the member for Nedlands has now said “twaddle” three times.  I ask for 
your indulgence.  I would not mind if there was a substantive contribution from the member for Nedlands, Mr 
Acting Speaker, but when it is just words like “twaddle” or “sit down”, or hectoring, it becomes a badgering that 
goes beyond parliamentary debate.  We are not even engaged in anything.  

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  They will never feature in the book of witty repartee or skilful or powerful interjection, 
will they? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  It will be the face page; it will be totally blank. 

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 
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Mr A.D. McRAE:  In the short amount of time that I have left, I want to deal with a couple of substantive 
matters. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Mr Acting Speaker, I have not engaged in any discussion with members in their interjections 
and I have asked for your protection.  May I have an extension, Mr Acting Speaker, please? 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  No, we are on an amendment.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I forgot that we are speaking to an amendment.  I will go to the question of rotten apples. 

Several members interjected.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  The member for Riverton has asked that, in the time he has left, 
he be allowed to finish his speech on the amendment without interjection.   

Point of Order 

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  If the member is not talking to the amendment, because he does not realise there is an 
amendment on the books, he should be sat down.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  That is a very interesting observation by the member for Murray-Wellington.  
However, even though the member for Riverton might not have known he was speaking on an amendment, the 
things about which he was talking were addressing the amendment.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  There are none so blind as those who will not see; and those opposite will not see the truth of 
this.  When the Premier tabled this report, he consciously set out the context in which the Government was 
interpreting what was being said.  After the Premier had quoted the commission’s comment about significant and 
sustained corruption, he said that the report disposes of the “rotten apple” explanation and that it is not so much 
the apples as the basket within which they are placed.   

Opposition member interjected. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  If the members opposite have something significant to say, that would be terrific.  Members 
opposite have suggested that the question of the basket means that everything contained within it was rotten.  
That is again disingenuous and was never intended or implied; no normal reading of this document could be 
interpreted as that.  The invention, the distortion and misrepresentation of the Premier’s tabling speech is 
disingenuous and deserves contempt.   

I will comment on what the royal commission did point us to.  In the opening pages of the report, the 
commissioner makes the point that this inquiry has been conducted in the context of a number of inquiries within 
Australian and international police services over the past 17 years.  It is important to note that the commissioner 
states -  

The reports of these investigations have revealed a consistent pattern of corrupt or criminal conduct by 
police officers, and particularly by detectives.  Human nature being what it is, there is an element of 
inevitability about corruption in law enforcement agencies, and there is no reason to presume that the 
position in Western Australia over that period has been different. 

What is the problem with understanding that as the reality of the human condition?  Where is the confrontation 
of that reality by members opposite?  Where is the honest explanation of that to the people of Western Australia 
so that they can understand there is no systemic, endemic and widespread corruption within the police force?  
However, there is an ongoing problem that needs to be addressed.  The commissioner says that it is difficult to 
express a precise conclusion; that is, the extent to which the lessons from other jurisdictions have been learnt and 
applied in Western Australia.  He states - 

It is difficult to express a precise conclusion on those matters, particularly due to the long period of time 
that the inquiry has covered, but the general impression is that the Service was slow to react to the 
events that occurred.  However, in recent times, -  

Most importantly, this is a clear unambiguous statement from the commissioner that, in spite of those ongoing 
problems, there are real signs that reform undergone in the past few years is making real change.  He states -  

more substantial progress has been made, or is now being made, to put in place appropriate measures to 
improve its resistance to corruption. 
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This is an honest exposition.  Further, the commissioner went on to explain to the community the extent of the 
challenge that we faced.  This may explain in part the response of members opposite, because I think that this 
also could be applied to them.  The royal commissioner states -  

In the main, the Royal Commission has accepted the truth of the evidence given by those witnesses, - 

That is, those who appeared before him - 

and accepts that there has been corrupt or criminal conduct by officers in WAPS since 1985.  The fact -  

This is most relevant to members opposite -  

that there remain in WAPS a number of officers who participated in this conduct, and who not only 
refused to admit it, but also uniformly denied it with vehemence, is a matter of concern.   

When there is evidence of corrupt behaviour, even low-level corrupt behaviour, that damages police culture.  It 
enhances the notion of a Police Service that is closed to examination from the outside and has a sense that it need 
not be accountable to the people or the Parliament of Western Australia.  These are the cultural bases to which 
the commissioner is pointing us.  This is what the commissioner is now challenging us, in partnership with the 
Police Service, to change over a period.   

What is it about the Western Australia Police Service?  The commissioner states -   

WAPS does not compare favourably on a statistical comparison with the police services of other States 
. . .  

He goes on to comment on how that needs to change.  What has been the answer from the Police Service?  It has 
given undoubtedly the most positive, unambiguous, courageous and honest response it could give, and it has 
given it in its service.  I congratulate the Police Service for the work it has done over the past few years in 
turning around what has been reported by the royal commissioner as a substandard or mediocre performance.   

I will cite some figures that apply to the districts in my electorate.  In the Cannington district of the south east 
metropolitan region, which covers Welshpool, Queens Park, East Cannington, Cannington, Wilson, Ferndale, 
Lynwood, Shelley, Riverton, Rossmoyne, Willetton, Parkwood and Canning Vale, the Western Australian crime 
statistics for the December 2003 quarter, compared with those for the December 2002 quarter, show that 
offences against a person, broken down into sexual assault and threatening behaviour, had decreased by 15.4 per 
cent and 25.5 per cent, and there had been a small increase in non-aggravated robberies.  Offences against 
property have universally declined.  Burglaries are down 7.9 per cent, stealing of motor vehicles is down two per 
cent and theft is down 12.1 per cent.  This is the measure of a Police Force that understands that it was being 
challenged to perform as a service to the community, and I congratulate it for that response.   

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham - Parliamentary Secretary) [7.57 pm]:  In the brief time remaining for 
private members’ business, I will make a few very quick points.  First, as anyone who has watched public life in 
Western Australia over the past 15 or 20 years would know, this royal commission was absolutely necessary.  
There is nothing more important in the life of a State Government than ensuring that it generates confidence and 
that it roots out corruption in its Police Service.  That has been the experience in other States and other 
jurisdictions around the world.  I am absolutely flabbergasted by the approach of our political opponents to this 
issue.  Secondly, the royal commission has come under some criticism from the Liberal Party in this State 
because it cost in the vicinity of $28 million.  According to my calculations, $28 million is about four per cent of 
a $550 million annual police budget.  This was the first police royal commission in living memory in our State.  
If we cannot spend four per cent of the Police Service annual budget to deal with issues that have been raised in 
this State for decades and need to be resolved, there is something significantly wrong with our conduct of public 
life in this State.  It was very important that this police royal commission be conducted.  Thirdly, I expect that 
most police officers have welcomed an opportunity for these issues to be resolved.  We need only refer to the 
index of the royal commission for confirmation that issues existed that needed to be resolved.  I expect that most 
police officers in the community are pleased to have closure in the light of the issues that have appeared in our 
newspapers and on our televisions every night for years.  Fourthly, the royal commission has made a range of 
recommendations in relation to civilianisation in certain areas of the force.  All those recommendations will be 
enormous improvements, which police officers will appreciate.   

Lastly, I am amazed at the conduct of the Liberal Party.  According to its members, the royal commission was 
completely unnecessary; it was a joke; and it has not rooted out anything except their political opponent, the 
Minister for Tourism.  In addition, they have made allegations that are completely untrue.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
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